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ABSTRACT

Final General Management Plan / Environmental Impact Statement
Biscayne National Park
Miami-Dade County, Florida

Biscayne National Monument was authorized by an act of Congress in 1968 (Public Law 90-606), expanded in 1974
(Public Law 93-477), and redesignated as a national park and expanded again in 1980 (Public Law 96-287). The last
comprehensive management plan for the park was completed in 1983. Much has changed since 1983—the
population near the park has greatly increased, visitor use patterns and types have changed, and people have
brought new recreational activities into the park. Furthermore, studies since 1983 have enhanced the National Park
Service’s understanding of resources, resource threats, and visitor use in the national park. Each of these changes
has implications for how resources are managed and protected, how visitors access and use the park, and how the
National Park Service (NPS) manages its operations. This general management plan will provide updated
management direction for the entire park for the next 15 to 20 years.

The National Park Service released a Draft General Management Plan / Environmental Impact Statement (2011
Draft Plan) to the public in August 2011. A key component of the agency-preferred alternative in the 2011 Draft
Plan was inclusion of a marine reserve zone. The marine reserve zone was proposed as an area in the park where
fishing of any kind would be prohibited, allowing a portion of the park’s coral reef ecosystem to recover and offer
visitors a high-quality visitor experience associated with a healthy, intact coral reef ecosystem. During the August
2011 public comment period, approximately 18,000 pieces of correspondence were received and more than 300
people attended three public meetings. A number of substantive comments were received that identified both
positive and negative impacts related to the establishment of a marine reserve zone. In particular, individuals who
fish, fishing and marine industry organizations, and the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (with
whom the National Park Service consults regarding fishing management actions in the park) raised a number of
significant issues about the NPS preferred alternative, including the marine reserve zone. The position of the State
of Florida was that any consideration of a marine reserve zone could only occur after measurable management
objectives have been clearly defined and less restrictive management measures have been appropriately
implemented and evaluated in close coordination with other agencies and stakeholders.

Based on the comments received, the National Park Service undertook an evaluation process to consider a number
of management actions that could be used to achieve the goal of a healthier coral reef ecosystem in the park to
provide a more enjoyable and diverse visitor experience, while protecting the natural and cultural resources of the
park. Thus, two additional alternatives (alternatives 6 and 7) were developed in consultation with the Florida Fish
and Wildlife Conservation Commission and the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, National
Marine Fisheries Service, and presented in the 2013 Supplemental Draft General Management Plan /
Environmental Impact Statement (2013 Supplemental Plan) for public consideration. Alternatives 6 and 7 contained
many of the same elements as the original agency preferred alternative (alternative 4), except instead of including a
marine reserve zone, the alternatives included a new concept referred to as a special recreation zone. Some other
comments submitted for the 2011 Draft Plan resulted in minor changes to the text of the 2013 Supplemental Plan
and are reflected in the Final General Management Plan / Environmental Impact Statement. Following release of the
2013 Supplemental Plan, approximately 14,000 pieces of correspondence were received containing 1,800
comments. Many comments focused on the special recreation zone, and specifically on alternative 6, including
concerns regarding proposed fishing and anchoring restrictions, administration of the special activity license fishing
permit system, and the adaptive management strategy. Based on the few comments received regarding alternative 7,
numerous comments requesting further clarification and an opportunity for additional civic engagement, the
National Park Service held three more public workshops in September 2014. A number of substantive comments
were received regarding the overall permitting approach proposed in alternative 6, the effectiveness of the special
recreation zone, the ability of the National Park Service to enforce this zone, and the effects of a larger special
recreation zone compared to the size of a marine reserve zone.

The National Park Service considered public and agency comments and drafted alternative 8 (a hybrid of
alternatives 4 and 6 and is the final NPS preferred alternative) to address some of those concerns. Presented here in
this Final General Management Plan / Environmental Impact Statement is the final NPS preferred alternative
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(alternative 8) as well as alternatives 2 through 5 from the 2011 Draft Plan and alternatives 6 and 7 from the 2013
Supplemental Plan. Alternative 1 (no action) consists of existing park management and trends and serves as a basis
for comparison in evaluating the other alternatives. The concept for park management under alternative 2 would
emphasize the recreational use of the park while providing resource protection as governed by law, policy, or
resource sensitivity. This concept would be accomplished by providing a high level of services, facilities, and access
to specific areas of the park. The concept for park management under alternative 3 would allow all visitors a full
range of visitor experiences throughout most of the park and would use a permit system to authorize a limited
number of visitors to access some areas of the park. Management actions would provide strong natural and cultural
resource protection and diverse visitor experiences. Alternative 4 would emphasize strong natural and cultural
resource protection while providing a diversity of visitor experiences. Some areas would be reserved for focused
types of visitor use. A key component of this alternative was a marine reserve zone where fishing would be
prohibited to enhance the quality and type of visitor experience and improve the condition of coral reefs by
increasing the reef's resiliency to other impacts. The concept for park management under alternative 5 would
promote the protection of natural resources, including taking actions to optimize conditions for protection and
restoration. A permit system would be used in some parts of the park to provide specific experiences. Similar to
alternative 4, alternatives 6 and 7 would emphasize strong natural and cultural resource protection while providing
a diversity of visitor experiences. Alternatives 6 and 7 include a special recreation zone that would be managed as
part of an adaptive management strategy to achieve the goal of a healthier coral reef ecosystem within the zone to
provide a more enjoyable and diverse visitor experience, including fishing. The final NPS preferred alternative
(alternative 8) would support strong natural and cultural resources protection while providing improved
opportunities for quality visitor experiences. This alternative is a hybrid of alternatives 4 and 6 and combines the
“no fishing” marine reserve zone with other management zones described in alternative 6. The eight alternatives are
described in detail in chapter 2 and summarized in table 4 of that chapter. The key impacts of implementing each
alternative are described in the following "Summary" section, detailed in chapter 4, and summarized in table 5
(chapter 2).

The key impacts of implementing the no-action alternative (alternative 1) would be a continuation of existing
impacts on natural and cultural resources, visitor experience, and park operations; including adverse effects on
fisheries and some federally listed threatened and endangered species. The key impacts of implementing alternative
2 would be negligible to moderate adverse impacts on natural resources, no adverse effect on cultural resources,
mostly beneficial visitor experience impacts, adverse park operations impacts, and beneficial economic impacts.
The key impacts of implementing alternative 3 would be approximately the same as for alternative 2. The key
impacts of implementing alternative 4 would be beneficial for natural resources, no adverse effects on cultural
resources, beneficial and adverse impacts on visitor experience, adverse impacts on park operations, and beneficial
and adverse impacts on the local economy. The key impacts of implementing alternative 5 would be beneficial for
natural resources, no adverse effect on cultural resources, beneficial and adverse impacts on visitor experience,
adverse impacts on park operations, and both beneficial and adverse impacts on the local economy. Alternatives 6
and 7 have similar impacts, but many of the adverse impacts on fisheries, submerged aquatic communities, and
listed species would be reduced due to zoning changes including the provisions of the special recreation zone.
Alternatives 6 and 7 would also have both beneficial and adverse impacts on visitor experience and adverse impacts
on park operations. Alternative 8 would have beneficial impacts on natural resources, no adverse effects on cultural
resources, beneficial and adverse impacts on visitor experience, adverse impacts on park operations, and beneficial
and adverse impacts on the local economy.

This Final Draft General Management Plan / Environmental Impact Statement has been distributed to other agencies
and interested organizations and individuals. After a 30-day period, a Record of Decision may be prepared for the
signature of the regional director.

U.S. Department of the Interior e National Park Service
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SUMMARY

Biscayne National Monument was established
in 1968 (Public Law 90-606), expanded in 1974
(Public Law 93-477), and redesignated as a
national park and expanded again in 1980
(Public Law 96-287).

The last comprehensive planning effort (general
management plan) for Biscayne National Park
was completed in 1983. Much has occurred
since 1983—the population near the park has
greatly increased, visitor use patterns and types
have changed, and people want to bring new
recreational activities into the park. Each of
these changes has major implications for how
visitors access and use the park and the facilities
needed to support those uses, how resources
are managed, and how the National Park
Service (NPS) manages its operations. A new
planis needed to

= clearly define resource conditions and
visitor experiences to be achieved in
Biscayne National Park

» provide a framework for NPS managers
to use when making decisions about
how to best protect national park
resources, how to provide a diverse
range of visitor experience
opportunities, how to manage visitor
use, and what kinds of facilities, if any,
to develop in the park

» ensure that this foundation for decision
making has been developed in
consultation with interested
stakeholders and adopted by NPS
leadership after an adequate analysis of
the benefits, impacts, and economic
costs of alternative courses of action

The National Park Service released the Draft
General Management Plan / Environmental
Impact Statement (2011 Draft Plan) to the public
in August 2011. A key component of the
agency-preferred alternative in the 2011 Draft
Plan was inclusion of a marine reserve zone.

iii

The marine reserve zone was proposed as an
area in the park where fishing of any kind
would be prohibited to allow a portion of the
park’s coral reef ecosystem to recover and to
offer visitors a high-quality visitor experience
associated with a healthy, intact coral reef
ecosystem.

During the August 2011 public comment
period, approximately 18,000 pieces of
correspondence were received and more than
300 people attended three public meetings. A
number of correspondences contained
substantive comments that identified both
positive and negative impacts related to the
establishment of a marine reserve zone. In
particular, individuals who fish, fishing and
marine industry organizations, and the Florida
Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission
(with whom the National Park Service consults
regarding fishing management actions in the
park) raised a number of significant issues
about the NPS preferred alternative, including
the marine reserve zone. The position of the
State of Florida was that any consideration of a
marine reserve zone could only occur after
measurable management objectives have been
clearly defined and less restrictive management
measures have been appropriately implemented
and evaluated in close coordination with other
agencies and stakeholders.

Based on comments received, the National Park
Service undertook an evaluation process to
consider a number of management actions that
could be enacted to achieve the goal of a
healthier coral reef ecosystem within the
marine reserve zone to provide a more
enjoyable and diverse visitor experience, while
protecting the natural and cultural resources of
the park. Thus, two additional alternatives
(alternatives 6 and 7) were developed in
consultation with the Florida Fish and Wildlife
Conservation Commission and the National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration,
National Marine Fisheries Service, and
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presented in the 2013 Supplemental Draft
General Management Plan / Environmental
Impact Statement (2013 Supplemental Plan) for
public comment. Alternatives 6 and 7 contained
many of the same elements as the original
agency preferred alternative (alternative 4),
except instead of including a marine reserve
zone, the alternatives included a new concept
referred to as a special recreation zone. Some
other comments submitted for the 2011 Draft
Plan resulted in minor changes to the text of the
2013 Supplemental Plan that are reflected in the
Final General Management Plan /
Environmental Impact Statement.

Following release of the 2013 Supplemental
Plan, approximately 14,000 pieces of
correspondence were received containing 1,800
different comments. Many comments focused
on the special recreation zone, and specifically
on alternative 6, including concerns regarding
proposed fishing and anchoring restrictions,
administration of the special activity license
fishing permit system, and the adaptive
management strategy. Based on the few
comments received regarding alternative 7,
numerous comments requesting further
clarification and a chance for additional civic
engagement, the National Park Service held
three more public workshops in September
2014. A number of substantive comments were
received regarding the overall permitting
approach proposed in alternative 6,
effectiveness of the special recreation zone,
NPS ability to enforce this zone, and the effects
of a larger special recreation zone compared to
the size of a marine reserve zone.

The National Park Service considered public
and agency comments and drafted alternative 8
(a hybrid of alternatives 4 and 6 that is the final
NPS preferred alternative to address some of
those concerns. The Final General Management
Plan / Environmental Impact Statement presents
the final NPS preferred alternative (alternative
8), as well as alternatives 2 through 5 from the
2011 Draft Plan and alternatives 6 and 7 from
the 2013 Supplemental Plan. The alternatives,
which are based on the national park’s purpose,
significance, and special mandates, present
different ways to manage resources and visitor

use and improve facilities and infrastructure at
Biscayne National Park.

ALTERNATIVE 1 (THE NO-ACTION
ALTERNATIVE)

The no-action alternative consists of a
continuation of existing management and
trends at Biscayne National Park and provides a
baseline for comparison in evaluating the
changes and impacts of the other alternatives.
The National Park Service would continue to
manage the national park as it is currently being
managed. Existing operations and visitor
facilities would continue, and no new
construction would be authorized other than
what has already been approved and funded.
Current law, policy, and plans would continue
to provide the framework of guidance.

The key impacts of continuing existing
management conditions and trends would be a
continuation of existing impacts on natural and
cultural resources, visitor experience, and park
operations; including adverse effects on
fisheries and some federally listed threatened
and endangered species and no new impacts on
the socioeconomic environment.

ALTERNATIVE 2

The concept for park management under
alternative 2 would be to emphasize the
recreational use of the park while providing
resource protection as governed by law, policy,
or resource sensitivity. This concept would be
accomplished by providing a high level of
services, facilities, and access to specific areas of
the park.

The key impacts of implementing alternative 2
would be as follows:

» Dbeneficial impacts on fisheries and
submerged aquatic communities

» not likely to adversely affect federally
listed species

* negligible to minor adverse impacts on
state listed species and wetlands

Volume I: iv



* no adverse effect on archeological
resources, historic structures, or
cultural landscapes

= both beneficial and adverse effects on
visitor use and experience

= adverse impacts on the park’s
operations budget and beneficial
impacts on park facilities

» Dbeneficial impacts on the
socioeconomic environment

ALTERNATIVE 3

The concept for park management under
alternative 3 would be to allow all visitors a full
range of visitor experiences throughout most of
the park and would use a permit system to
authorize a limited number of visitors to access
some areas of the park. This alternative includes
a “no fishing” marine reserve zone.
Management actions would provide strong
natural and cultural resource protection and
diverse visitor experiences.

The important impacts of implementing
alternative 3 would be as follows:

» Dbeneficial impacts on fisheries and
submerged aquatic communities

» not likely to adversely affect federally
listed species

= negligible to minor adverse impacts on
state listed species and wetlands

= no adverse effect on archeological
resources, historic structures, or
cultural landscapes

* both beneficial and moderate adverse
effects on visitor use and experience

= adverse impacts on the park’s
operations budget and beneficial
impacts on park facilities

» beneficial impacts on the
socioeconomic environment

Summary

ALTERNATIVE 4

Alternative 4 would emphasize strong natural
and cultural resource protection while
providing a diversity of visitor experiences.
Some areas would be reserved for limited types
of visitor use. This alternative includes a “no
fishing” marine reserve zone.

The key impacts of implementing alternative 4
would be as follows:

» Dbeneficial impacts on fisheries and
submerged aquatic communities

» not likely to adversely affect federally
listed species

= negligible to minor adverse impacts on
state listed species and wetlands

» no adverse effect on archeological
resources, historic structures, or
cultural landscapes

= both beneficial and adverse effects on
visitor use and experience

* minor adverse impacts on park
operations

* Dbeneficial and adverse impacts on the
socioeconomic environment

ALTERNATIVE 5

The concept for park management under
alternative 5 would be to promote the
protection of natural resources, including
taking actions to optimize conditions for
protection and restoration. A permit system
would be used in some parts of the park. This
alternative includes a “no fishing” marine
reserve zone and other areas would have
limited numbers of visitors, manner of access,
and recreational activities to provide certain
experiences.

The important impacts of implementing
alternative 5 would be as follows:

» Dbeneficial impacts on fisheries and
submerged aquatic communities
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» not likely to adversely affect federally
listed species

* negligible adverse impacts on state
listed species and wetlands

» no adverse effect on archeological
resources, historic structures, or
cultural landscapes

= both beneficial and adverse effects on
visitor use and experience

* minor to moderate adverse impacts on
park operations

» beneficial and adverse impacts on the
socioeconomic environment

ALTERNATIVE 6

This alternative would emphasize strong
natural and cultural resource protection while
providing a diversity of visitor experiences.
Visitor opportunities in this alternative would
range from the challenges of exploring the
natural environment alone to the convenience
of built surroundings. A limited amount of
moderate resource impacts would be tolerated
in high-use areas of the park. Some visitor
activities would be restricted in certain areas to
protect sensitive resources and allow wildlife a
respite from human contact. Other areas, such
as the Legare Anchorage, would be reserved for
limited types of visitor use.

As part of an adaptive management strategy,
this alternative includes a special recreation
zone that accommodates some recreational
fishing while meeting the goal of providing a
healthy coral reef ecosystem for a more
enjoyable and diverse visitor experience.

The key impacts of implementing alternative 6
would be as follows:

= existing adverse impacts on fisheries,
coral reefs, submerged cultural
resources, and identified listed species
would persist in much of the park due
to impacts associated with boating,
fishing, and marine debris

= some of these impacts would be
reduced and there would be additional
beneficial impacts in the special
recreation zone and in other areas with
protective zoning

» not likely to adversely affect federally
listed species

» negligible to minor adverse impacts on
state listed species and wetlands

= no adverse effect on archeological
resources, historic structures, or
cultural landscapes

=  both beneficial and adverse effects on
visitor use and experience

= minor adverse impacts on park
operations

= beneficial and adverse impacts on the
socioeconomic environment

ALTERNATIVE 7

Like alternative 6, this alternative would
emphasize strong natural and cultural resource
protection while providing a diversity of visitor
experiences. This alternative includes fishing
limitations such as a seasonal fishing closure
that accommodates some recreational fishing
while meeting the goal of providing a healthy
coral reef ecosystem for a more enjoyable and
diverse visitor experience.

Similar to alternative 6, the key impacts of
implementing alternative 7 would be as follows:

» existing adverse impacts on fisheries,
coral reefs, submerged cultural
resources, and identified listed species
would persist in much of the park due
to impacts associated with boating,
fishing, and marine debris

» some of these impacts would be
reduced and there would be additional
beneficial impacts in the special
recreation zone and in other areas with
protective zoning

= not likely to adversely affect federally
listed species

Volume I: vi



» negligible to minor adverse impacts on
state listed species and wetlands

* no adverse effect on archeological
resources, historic structures, or
cultural landscapes

= both beneficial and adverse effects on
visitor use and experience

* minor adverse impacts on park
operations

* Dbeneficial and adverse impacts on the
socioeconomic environment

ALTERNATIVE 8

This alternative is a hybrid of alternatives 4 and
6, which combines the “no fishing” marine
reserve zone in alternative 4 with other
management zones described in alternative 6.
Alternative 8§ emphasizes strong natural and
cultural resource protection while providing a
diversity of visitor experiences.

The key impacts of implementing alternative 8
would be as follows:

» Dbeneficial impacts on fisheries and
submerged aquatic communities

» not likely to adversely affect federally
listed species

vii

Summary

= negligible to minor adverse impacts on
state listed species and wetlands

= no adverse effect on archeological
resources, historic structures, or
cultural landscapes

= both beneficial and adverse effects on
visitor use and experience

* minor adverse impacts on park
operations

» Dbeneficial and adverse impacts on the
socioeconomic environment

THE NEXT STEPS

Following distribution of the Final General
Management Plan / Environmental Impact
Statement and a 30-day no-action period, a
Record of Decision can be prepared for the
signature of the NPS regional director of the
Southeast Region. The Record of Decision will
document the NPS selection of an alternative
for implementation and provide impairment
findings. With the signed “Record of Decision,”
the plan can then be implemented, depending
on funding and staffing. (An approved plan
does not guarantee that funds and staff for
implementing the plan will become available.)
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A GUIDE TO THIS DOCUMENT

This Final General Management Plan /
Environmental Impact Statement is the
completed management plan for Biscayne
National Park. It incorporates elements of the
2011 Draft General Management Plan /
Environmental Impact Statement (2011 Draft
Plan) as well as the 2013 Supplemental Draft
General Management Plan / Environmental
Impact Statement (2013 Supplemental Plan)
and revisions in response to public and agency
comments regarding those drafts.

This document is organized in accordance
with the Council on Environmental Quality
(CEQ) implementing regulations for the
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as
amended (NEPA), National Park Service
(NPS) Management Policies 2006, and NPS
Director’s Order 12: Conservation Planning,
Environmental Impact Analysis, and Decision-
making.

Chapter 1: Introduction sets the framework
for the entire document. It describes why the
plan is being prepared and what needs it must
address. It offers guidance for the alternatives
that are being considered, which are based on
the park’s purpose and the significance of its
resources, special mandates and
administrative commitments, servicewide
mandates and policies, and other planning
efforts in the area.

The chapter also details the planning
opportunities and issues that were raised
during public scoping meetings and initial
planning team efforts; the alternatives in the
next chapter address these issues and
concerns to varying degrees. This chapter
concludes with a statement of the scope of the
environmental impact analysis—specifically
what impact topics were or were not analyzed
in detail.

Chapter 2: Alternatives, Including the
Preferred Alternative begins by describing
the management zoning that would be used to
manage the park in the future. It also presents

the continuation of current management and
trends in the park—alternative 1 (the no-
action alternative) and the “action”
alternatives 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8 (a hybrid of
alternatives 4 and 6 and the final NPS
preferred alternative). There is a brief
discussion of alternatives or actions that were
dismissed from detailed analysis. The
mitigation measures proposed to minimize or
eliminate the impacts of some proposed
actions are described just before the
discussion of future studies and/or
implementation plans that would be needed.
The cost estimates and an evaluation of the
environmentally preferable alternative are
followed by summary tables of the alternative
actions and the environmental consequences
of implementing those alternative actions
(which are based on information in chapter 4).

Chapter 3: Affected Environment describes
those areas and resources that would be
affected by implementing actions in the
various alternatives—natural resources,
cultural resources, visitor experience, park
operations, and socioeconomic environment.

Chapter 4: Environmental Consequences
analyzes the impacts of implementing the
alternatives on topics described in the
“Affected Environment” chapter. Methods
that were used for assessing the impacts in
terms of intensity, duration, and type of
impacts are outlined at the beginning of the
chapter.

Chapter 5: Consultation and Coordination
describes the history of public and agency
coordination during the planning effort and
any future compliance requirements. It also
lists agencies and organizations that will be
receiving copies of the document.

The Appendixes present supporting
information for the document along with
references, a list of the planning team and
other consultants, and an index.
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PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR THE PLAN

INTRODUCTION

This Final General Management Plan /
Environmental Impact Statement presents and
analyzes eight alternative future directions for
the management and use of Biscayne National
Park, including alternative 1 (the no-action
alternative) and alternatives 2 through 8
(action alternatives). The potential
environmental impacts of implementing each
alternative have been identified and assessed
in this document in “Chapter 4:
Environmental Consequences.”

General management plans (GMP) are
intended to be long-term documents that
establish and articulate a management
philosophy and framework for decision
making and problem solving in national park
system units. General management plans
usually provide guidance during a 15- to 20-
year period. The general management plan
considers the park in its full ecological and
cultural contexts—as a unit of the national
park system and as part of the surrounding
ecosystem and region. The connections
among various programs and management
zones in the park are identified as a method of
looking at the park holistically and fully
considering the broader implications of
specific decisions.

Actions directed by general management
plans or in subsequent implementation plans
are accomplished over time, which may be
many years into the future when dealing with
time frames of natural and cultural processes.
Budget restrictions, requirements for
additional data or regulatory compliance, and
competing national park system priorities may
prevent immediate implementation of many
actions. Major or especially costly actions
could be implemented 10 or more years into
the future.

PLANNING BACKGROUND

The 2011 Draft Plan was released to the public
in August 2011 and reflected agency and
stakeholder engagement throughout the
entire GMP process. The National Park
Service conducted public scoping meetings
and workshops (in 2001, 2003, and 2009) and
held three public meetings on the 2011 Draft
Plan in 2011. A key component of the agency-
preferred alternative in the 2011 Draft Plan
was inclusion of a marine reserve zone. The
marine reserve zone was proposed as an area
in the park where fishing of any kind would be
prohibited to allow a portion of the coral reef
system to recover and offer visitors a high-
quality visitor experience associated with a
healthy, intact coral reef system.

During the public comment period in 2011,
approximately 18,000 public comments were
received and more than 300 people attended
three public meetings. Most comments were
related to fishing, and in particular, the marine
reserve zone. A number of substantive
comments were received that identified both
positive and negative impacts related to the
establishment of the marine reserve zone. In
particular, individuals who fish, fishing and
marine industry organizations, and the Florida
Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission
(FWC) with whom the National Park Service
consults regarding fishing management
actions in the park, raised a number of
significant issues about the NPS preferred
alternative, including the marine reserve zone.
The position of the State of Florida was that
any consideration of a marine reserve zone
could only occur after measurable
management objectives have been clearly
defined and less restrictive management
measures have been appropriately
implemented and evaluated in close
coordination with other agencies and
stakeholders.
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Based on the comments received, the National
Park Service undertook an evaluation process
to consider a number of management actions
that could be enacted to achieve the goal of a
healthier coral reef ecosystem within the
marine reserve zone to provide a more
enjoyable and diverse visitor experience,
while protecting the natural and cultural
resources of Biscayne National Park. Thus,
two additional alternatives (alternatives 6 and
7) were developed in consultation with the
FWC and the National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration, National
Marine Fisheries Service (NOAA Fisheries)
and presented in the 2013 Supplemental Plan
for public consideration. Alternatives 6 and 7
contained many of the same elements as the
original agency preferred alternative
(alternative 4), except that instead of including
a marine reserve zone, the alternatives
included a new concept referred to as a special
recreation zone. Some other comments
submitted for the 2011 Draft Plan resulted in
minor changes to the text of the 2013
Supplemental Plan and are reflected in the
Final General Management Plan /
Environmental Impact Statement.

Following release of the 2013 Supplemental
Plan, approximately 14,000 pieces of
correspondence were received containing
1,800 comments. Many comments focused on
the special recreation zone, and specifically on
alternative 6, including concerns regarding
proposed fishing and anchoring restrictions,
administration of the special activity license
fishing permit system, and the adaptive
management strategy. Based on the few
comments received regarding alternative 7,
numerous comments requesting further
clarification and a chance for additional civic
engagement, the National Park Service held
three public workshops in September 2014. A
number of substantive comments were
received regarding the overall permitting
approach proposed in alternative 6,
effectiveness of the special recreation zone,
the ability of the National Park Service to
enforce this zone, and the effects of a larger
special recreation zone compared to the size
of a marine reserve zone.

Purpose of and Need for the Plan

The National Park Service considered public
and agency comments and drafted alternative
8 (a hybrid of alternatives 4 and 6 and the final
NPS preferred alternative) to address some of
those concerns. Presented here in this Final
General Management Plan / Environmental
Impact Statement is the final NPS preferred
alternative (alternative 8). The original
alternatives 2 through 5 from the 2011 Draft
Plan, as well as alternatives 6 and 7 from the
2013 Supplemental Plan are also included.

BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF THE PARK

Biscayne National Monument was established
by Public Law 90-606 in 1968, expanded by
Public Law 93-477 in 1974, and expanded
again and redesignation of the monument as a
national park by Public Law 96-287 in 1980
(see appendix A). The park currently
encompasses approximately 173,900 acres
(270 square miles or 702 square kilometers),
with park visitation figures of 486,848 in 2013.

The park is south of Miami, in Miami-Dade
County, Florida. The northern boundary of
the park is near the southern tip of Key
Biscayne, and the park’s southern boundary
(about 22 miles to the south) is near Key
Largo. The western boundary consists of
natural areas intersected by some canals,
marinas, and the park’s administrative area
and visitor center. The natural areas include
red mangrove forests and coastal marshes.
The eastern boundary extends out to sea
about 14 miles to the east and is defined by the
contiguous 60-foot (10 fathoms) depth
contour.

Biscayne National Park is a marine park
consisting of mostly submerged land and
includes coral reefs, sandy shoals, 4,825 acres
of largely undeveloped mangrove shoreline,
and 42 keys or islands primarily composed of
limestone and coral. Emergent land represents
only 5% of the total area within the park
boundary. The relatively shallow waters of
Biscayne Bay average 6 feet in depth with
several shallow banks. The deeper, more
turbulent waters of Hawk Channel and the
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

reef tract are found in the Atlantic Ocean east
of Biscayne Bay and the coral keys that make
up the divide between the bay and the ocean.
From north to south, the major keys in
Biscayne National Park include Soldier Key,
Ragged Keys, Boca Chita Key, Sands Key,
Elliott Key, Adams Key, Rubicon Keys, Totten
Key, Old Rhodes Key, Swan Key, and the
Arsenicker Keys. The only road access to the
park visitor center at Convoy Point is via
southwest 328th Street (North Canal Drive)
near Homestead, Florida.

Biscayne National Park is recognized for its
natural resources, which represent a complex
combination of terrestrial, marine, and
amphibious wildlife species in a subtropical
setting of great natural beauty. In general, the
park can be divided into four prominent
environments: (1) terrestrial mangrove
shorelines, (2) shallow estuarine system
(Biscayne Bay) with diverse bottom
communities, (3) barrier island keys, and (4) a
chain of coral reefs. The coral reefs (also
called the reef platform) of Biscayne National
Park lie due east of the keys and are part of the
Florida Reef Tract that stretches through the
park and beyond about 200 miles to the
southwest. Much of the northern part of the
Florida Reef Tract is in the park and
comprises the northernmost extension of
living coral reefs in the United States. Most of
the shallow, protected waters of Biscayne Bay
contain the estuarine environment of the park,
which supports seagrasses and hardbottom
communities.

Natural history indicates that Biscayne Bay
has not always been saltwater. During earlier
geologic periods of lower sea levels, most of
what now comprises the bay was land or a
combination of land and freshwater marshes.
The terrestrial environment is represented by
the narrow fringe of mangrove shoreline along
the park’s western boundary and the keys,
which form a natural north-south barrier
between Biscayne Bay and the coral reef
platform. The keys contain various habitats
including groups of hardwood trees known as
hammocks, mangrove wetlands, sandy
beaches, and rocky intertidal areas.

Biscayne National Park has a rich history of
aboriginal occupation and use, Spanish
exploration, pirates, smuggling, shipwrecks,
marine salvaging, agriculture, and recreational
development, which reflects the continual link
between humans and the sea that
characterizes this area for the past 10,000
years. Remnants of this cultural history occur
throughout the park and are represented by
both terrestrial and submerged cultural
resources. Terrestrial cultural resources
include American Indian occupation sites as
well as historic structures, ruins, homesteads,
and farmsteads. Submerged and shoreline
cultural resources include materials associated
with prehistoric sites as well as historic
shipwrecks, ship strandings, wharfs and piers,
and the remains of other structures and
materials along the water’s edge. Because of
the park’s natural history of rising sea levels,
former terrestrial sites (possibly early
prehistoric ones) may now be under water.

The primary means of access to the park is by
private boat or concession-operated boats.
Visitors come to the area for recreational
opportunities including snorkeling, scuba
diving, paddling, bird-watching, nature
viewing, boating, and recreational fishing.

Land uses adjacent to the park’s western
boundary include agricultural fields
interspersed with residential and recreational
development. The facilities of Florida Power
& Light Company at the Turkey Point Power
Plant and the Miami-Dade County solid waste
landfill are visible near the Dante Fascell
Visitor Center at Convoy Point. Two public
marinas operated by Miami-Dade County
Parks, Recreation and Open Spaces
Department at Black Point and Homestead
Bayfront are adjacent to park boundaries and
provide public access to the marine portions
of the park. The urban Miami skyline is visible
from the park headquarters building at
Convoy Point.
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PURPOSE OF THE PLAN

The approved general management plan will
be the basic document for managing Biscayne
National Park for the next 15 to 20 years. The
purposes of this general management plan are
as follows:

» Confirm the purpose, significance,
and special mandates of Biscayne
National Park.

» (Clearly define resource conditions
and visitor uses and experiences to be
achieved in the park.

» Provide a framework for park
managers to use when making
decisions about how to best protect
park resources; how to provide quality
visitor uses and experiences; how to
manage visitor use; and what kinds of
facilities, if any, to develop in or near
the park.

* Ensure that this foundation for
decision making has been developed
in consultation with interested
stakeholders and adopted by NPS
leadership after an adequate analysis
of the benefits, impacts, and economic
costs of alternative courses of action.

Legislation establishing the National Park
Service as an agency and governing its
management provides the fundamental
direction for the administration of Biscayne
National Park (and other units and programs
of the national park system). This general
management plan will build on these laws and
the legislation that established Biscayne
National Park to provide a vision for the
park’s future. The “Servicewide Mandates and
Policies” section calls attention to topics that
are important to understanding the
management direction at the park. Appendix
B gives more detail on the law or policy
directing management actions. The
alternatives in this general management plan
address the desired conditions that are not
mandated by law and policy and must be
originated through a planning process.

Purpose of and Need for the Plan

NEED FOR THE PLAN

Biscayne National Park is currently operating
under a Government Performance and
Results Act Strategic Plan (2005) and a 1983
General Management Plan. A new general
management plan for Biscayne National Park
is needed because of the many changes that
have occurred since 1983—the population
near the park has greatly increased and visitor
use patterns, types, and recreational interests
have changed—each of which has major
implications. The park’s 1983 General
Management Plan needs to be updated to
reflect current values and strategies for
making management decisions regarding
natural and cultural resources and visitor
experience.

Primary components of a general management
plan are needed to meet the requirements of
the National Parks and Recreation Act of 1978
and NPS policy, which mandate development
of a general management plan for each unit in
the national park system.

In the National Park Service, general
management plans have a life of 15 to 20 years.
The 1983 General Management Plan
contained conflicting goals. For example, it
mandated that the park would enforce Florida
fishing laws, but also would sustain native
marine populations as they existed prior to
increased fishing restrictions. Subsequent
planning since 1983 has refined these goals
and re-established management priorities
after consideration of recent visitation trends
and updated resource condition data.

General management plans are high-level
general plans, but do not preclude the park
from developing other plans that would more
specifically address these resource topics and
actively engage other agencies. Day-to-day
park operations also address the details of
activities such as resource management,
education, outreach, and law enforcement,
which are not included in the general
management plan.
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NEXT STEPS AND IMPLEMENTATION
OF THE PLAN

Following distribution of this Final General
Management Plan / Environmental Impact
Statement and a 30-day no-action period, a
Record of Decision approving a final plan may
be prepared for the signature of the director
of the NPS Southeast Region. The Record of
Decision will document the final selection of
an alternative, which will then be
implemented by the National Park Service.

Implementation of the approved plan would
depend on future funding. The approval of a
plan does not guarantee that the funding and
staffing needed to implement the plan would
be forthcoming. Full implementation of the
approved plan could be many years in the
future.

Implementation of the approved plan also
could be affected by other factors. Once the
general management plan has been approved,
additional required feasibility studies and
more detailed planning and environmental
documentation would be completed before

any proposed actions could be applied, as
follows:

= Appropriate permits would be
obtained before implementing actions
that would impact wetlands.

= Appropriate federal and state agencies
would be consulted concerning
actions that could affect threatened
and endangered species.

=  American Indian tribes and the state
historic preservation office would be
consulted.

The general management plan does not
describe how particular programs or projects
should be prioritized or implemented. Those
decisions would be addressed during the more
detailed planning associated with strategic
plans, implementation plans, etc. All those
future, more-detailed plans would tier from
the approved general management plan and
would be based on the goals, future
conditions, and appropriate types of activities
established in the approved general
management plan. Future plans will follow
NPS planning guidelines.

Volume I: 8



GUIDANCE FOR THE PLANNING EFFORT

PURPOSE AND SIGNIFICANCE
OF THE PARK

Purpose

Purpose statements are based on park
legislation and legislative history and NPS
policies. The statements reaffirm the reason(s)
for which the park was set aside as a unit of
the national park system and provide the
foundation for park management and use. The
reasons for which the park was established
provide the most fundamental criteria for
determining actions proposed in the general
management plan. The following park
purpose was identified in the 1968 and 1980
enabling legislation (see appendix A for the
complete text of the legislation):

To preserve and protect for the education,
inspiration, recreation, and enjoyment of
present and future generations a rare
combination of terrestrial, marine, and
amphibious life in a tropical setting of great
natural beauty.

Significance

Significance statements capture the essence of
Biscayne National Park’s importance to our
country’s natural and cultural heritage and
capture what attributes make the park
resources and values important enough to be
included in the national park system.

Significance statements do not inventory park
resources; rather, they describe the park’s
distinctiveness and help to place the park
within its regional, national, and international
contexts. Significance statements answer
questions such as: “What is special about
Biscayne National Park resources? What do
they contribute to our natural and cultural
heritage?” Defining the park’s significance
helps managers make decisions that preserve

the resources and values necessary to
accomplish the park’s purpose.

Biscayne National Park is a significant
resource to the American public because of
the following:

» The park’s coral reefs and keys,
estuarine bay, and mangrove coast is a
significant and integral portion of the
South Florida ecosystem within the
wider Caribbean community where
diverse, temperate, and tropical
species mingle.

= Visitors enjoy opportunities for a
multitude of recreational activities
near one of the country’s major
metropolitan centers and find
inspiration in Biscayne’s tranquility,
solitude, scenic vistas, underwater
environment, and diverse sounds of
nature.

» The park encompasses much of the
northernmost extent of the fragile
Florida Reef Tract and associated
coastal systems, which are
characterized by numerous transitions
in the physical and biological
environment.

= Biscayne National Park preserves a
largely undisturbed gene pool of
tropical and subtropical flora.

= Biscayne National Park provides a rare
opportunity to experience largely
undeveloped Florida Keys with forest
and shoreline vegetation and wildlife
surrounded by clear tropical waters
and fresh sea breezes.

= Biscayne National Park preserves
unique marine habitat and nursery
environments that sustain diverse and
abundant native fishery resources.

= The park’s submerged and terrestrial
resources represent a sequence of rich
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history encompassing early settlement,
agricultural and maritime activities,
development of the islands, and the
melding of diverse cultures.

» The park offers outstanding
opportunities for education and
scientific research because of the
diversity and complexity and
interrelatedness of its natural and
cultural resources, and the park
provides a dynamic place to study
marine and terrestrial ecosystems near
a large urban population.

INTERPRETIVE THEMES

Interpretive themes describe those ideas,
concepts, or messages about Biscayne
National Park that are important for all
visitors to understand. Based on the area’s
purpose and significance, themes provide
guidelines for making decisions concerning
which interpretive stories would be told to
visitors and what interpretive facilities and
activities would be required to tell those
stories. Themes do not include everything that
may be interpreted, but they include those
ideas that are important to understanding the
significance of the park. All interpretive
efforts (both media and personal services)
should relate to the theme or subtheme.

Park interpreters link these themes to NPS
national themes for cultural and natural
history to develop compelling stories for
presentation to visitors through interpretive
activities.

Following are the primary interpretive themes
for Biscayne National Park.

Biological Uniqueness

As part of the wider Caribbean biological
community, the park’s four primary
ecosystems (mangrove shoreline, subtropical
estuarine bay, Florida Keys, and coral reef) are
home to numerous tropical/subtropical

animals and plants found nowhere in the
United States but South Florida.

Biological Diversity

Because of its location between tropical and
temperate regions and its major marine
ecosystems, Biscayne National Park is home
to an incredible diversity of wildlife and
plants, more than most U.S. national parks.
Coral reefs are considered the second-most
biologically diverse ecosystem in the world.

Cultural Significance

The unique geography and climate and the
presence of major marine resources within the
boundaries of Biscayne National Park have set
the stage for a significant cultural history,
including a rich American Indian heritage,
Spanish exploration, seafaring commerce,
pirates, shipwrecks, sponge and sea turtle
fishermen, island homesteaders, wealthy
businessmen and entrepreneurs, presidents
and politicians, and a lengthy grassroots
environmental battle to preserve the area.

Endangered National Park

The natural processes responsible for creation
of the resources found in Biscayne National
Park have been and continue to be altered by
human interaction on a regional and global
level. Altered water delivery systems, reduced
water quality, marine debris, damage to
marine communities from vessel groundings,
fishing pressures, pollution, rapid population
growth, adjacent land development, increased
water temperatures, and projected sea level
rise and global climate change all threaten the
sustainability of these rich resources (IHDP
2008).
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Opportunities to Connect to an
Urban National Park

Located between the Greater Miami urban
area and the Florida Keys, Biscayne National
Park offers neighbors and visitors from
around the world opportunities to connect to
the natural and cultural heritage preserved
within the park. As the largest marine park in
the national park system and one of the
nation’s southernmost national parks,
Biscayne is an ideal place to connect with,
learn from, and enjoy a variety of educational
and recreational activities year-round.

SPECIAL MANDATES AND
ADMINISTRATIVE COMMITMENTS

Special mandates and administrative
commitments refer to park-specific
requirements. These formal agreements are
often established concurrently with the
creation of a unit of the national park system.
Biscayne National Park has several mandates
and commitments that impact daily activities.
A key legal requirement of the park is to
consult with the State of Florida on park
fishery resource management (described
below). The park manages several right-of-
way easements with other entities according
to state and federal property laws, such as
Florida Power & Light Company, the Florida
Inland Navigation District, and the Air Force
Sea Survival School.

Fishing

Section 4 of Public Law 90-606 (October 18,
1968), which established Biscayne National
Monument, provided that the waters within
the national monument

shall continue to be open to fishing in
conformity with the laws of the State
of Florida except as the Secretary [of
the Interior], after consultation with
appropriate officials of said State,
designates species for which, areas

Guidance for the Planning Effort

and times within which, and methods
by which fishing is prohibited, limited
or otherwise regulated in the interest
of sound conservation or in order to
achieve the purposes for which the
national monument is established.

Section 103(a) of Public Law 96-287 (June 28,
1980), which established Biscayne National
Park and added new land to the park north of
Boca Chita Key, reiterated much the same
language regarding fishing. This section stated
that

... waters within the park shall
continue to be open to fishing in
conformity with the laws of the State
of Florida except as the Secretary [of
the Interior], after consultation with
appropriate officials of said State,
designates species for which, areas and
times within which, and methods by
which fishing is prohibited, limited, or
otherwise regulated in the interest of
sound conservation to achieve the
purposes for which the park is
established: Provided, That with
respect to lands donated by the State
after the effective date of this Act,
fishing shall be in conformance with
State law.

Congress therefore directed the National Park
Service to “manage this area in a positive and
scientific way to protect the area’s natural
resource integrity.” Also, and in accordance
with Title 16 of the United States Code (USC),
Congress directed that “the waters within the
park shall continue to be open to fishing in
conformity with the laws of the State of
Florida” (16 USC 410gg-2).

While Biscayne National Park enabling
legislation establishes that fishing will
continue to occur in Biscayne National Park
waters in accordance with state regulations,
Biscayne National Park must also manage its
fishery resources according to park and NPS
mandates and legislation. For example,
Congress directed that the Secretary of the
Interior, after consultation with appropriate
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officials of the state, may designate species for
which, areas and times within which, and
methods by which fishing is prohibited,
limited, or otherwise regulated in the interest
of sound conservation to achieve the purposes
for which Biscayne National Park was
established (16 USC 410gg-2). Thus, even
though fishing regulations in park waters
should conform to state regulations, the
Secretary of the Interior has the ability to
establish additional fishing regulations
pertaining strictly to Biscayne National Park.
Complicating this issue, however, is the
provision that expansion areas donated by the
state after the act’s effective date must be in
conformance with state law. In terms of
management, Biscayne National Park can be
divided into two zones: (1) the original
monument zone in which fishing regulations
follow state regulations, with the opportunity
for the Secretary of the Interior to enforce
additional regulations as deemed necessary,
and (2) the expansion zone in which state
regulations are enforced and in which the
Secretary of the Interior cannot institute
additional regulations (see 16 USC 410gg-2).

Regulatory responsibility of the State of
Florida with respect to fishing on additional
lands conveyed to the national park after the
effective date of Public Law 96-287 was set
forth in a board of trustees of the Internal
Improvement Trust Fund Dedication dated
December 13, 1985, which contained the
following special reservation: “All rights to
fish on the waters shall be retained and not
transferred to the United States and fishing on
the waters shall be subject to the laws of the
State of Florida.” To avoid a confusing array
of different fishing regulations within park
boundaries, the National Park Service has
long used state fishing regulations throughout
the park. NPS law enforcement rangers
enforce State of Florida fishing regulations in
the park. State of Florida law enforcement
officers with the FWC have jurisdiction within
the park as well. By working together, the
National Park Service and FWC hope to
enhance coordination of the park’s fishery
resources.

A memorandum of understanding among the
State of Florida, the FWC, and the National
Park Service, Biscayne National Park was
executed on October 10, 2002 (renewed in
2007 for five years and in 2012 for two years),
to facilitate management, protection, and
scientific study of fish and aquatic resources
within the park. In the memorandum, the
parties agreed to manage fishery resources
within the national park and Biscayne Bay
“according to applicable Federal and State
laws, and in a manner that promotes healthy,
self-sustaining fish populations and
recognizes the biological characteristics and
reproductive potential of individual species.”
The parties have developed “a comprehensive
fishery management plan” for the “long-term
management of fish and aquatic resources”
within the national park. The plan was
completed in July 2014—the National Park
Service worked within the framework of the
memorandum of understanding, which states:
“The Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation
Commission and the park recognize that the
park intends to consider the establishment of
one or more marine reserves (no-fishing
areas) under its GMP process for purposes
other than sound fishery management.” The
park continues to work with the FWC on
following through with the recommendations
of the Fishery Management Plan (2014) and,
where appropriate, the General Management
Plan. For more information on the Fishery
Management Plan, please visit
http://www.nps.gov/bisc/parkmgmt/fishery-
management-plan.htm.

Personal Watercraft

Motorized personal watercraft use is
prohibited in units of the national park
system, except in designated areas. On

March 21, 2000, the National Park Service
designated units of the national park system
where personal watercraft use may be allowed
using the criteria and procedures listed in

36 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 1.5,
Closures and Public Use Limits and 36 CFR 1.7,
Public Notice. Biscayne National Park was not
listed as one of the units of the national park
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system where personal watercraft use could
be designated. Therefore PWC use is not
allowed in the park.

Easements

The U.S. Department of Defense holds an
easement for the Air Force Sea Survival
School to conduct activities in an area
comprising 4 nautical square miles of surface
area near the seaward end of the Turkey Point
Channel entrance marker. The school was
moved to Key West after the destruction of its
facilities by Hurricane Andrew in 1992. This
easement should be reviewed for possible
elimination.

The Miami-Dade County Parks, Recreation
and Open Spaces Department operates two
county parks and public marinas with
navigational easements through Biscayne
National Park—Black Point and Homestead
Bayfront. Both easements were granted by the
state in 1970. These county easements are
preserved through (1) a 1974 memorandum of
agreement between the county and the
National Park Service, and (2) a 1979 deed
transferring submerged lands to the U.S.
government from the state. Both the Black
Point and Homestead Bayfront channel
easements extend from county parks to or
toward the Intracoastal Waterway (ICW) with
specified dimensions of 31,000 feet in length

Guidance for the Planning Effort

and 150 feet in width. Two other easements
are held by Florida Power & Light Company,
one of which is for its Turkey Point Channel.

The other was established east of the Military
Canal when a large refinery was proposed for
the area around the canal during the late
1960s. That proposal called for a channel to be
dredged between the Military Canal and
Lewis Cut and then across the coral reef
platform. Controversy over this proposal was
a primary reason for establishment of
Biscayne National Park.

There are six channel easements in the park
reserved by the state. These reservations,
which were effected by resolution (Dade
County Resolution No. 280-69, March 12,
1969, and State of Florida Resolution, May 20,
1969) and in the agreement on the Offer to
Sell Real Property (May 20, 1969) executed by
the United States with the State of Florida,
consist of six 150-foot-wide navigation
channels in the submerged lands in Biscayne
Bay. Three of these channels (Turkey Point
Oil Barge Channel, Goulds and Black Creek
Canals [Black Point Marina], and Homestead
Bayfront Park) are currently in use. The
remaining three easements—which are
unnamed—are totally undeveloped. Any
proposed alteration to the existing conditions
would require an environmental study and
NPS approval.
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FIGURE 1. ORIGINAL MONUMENT BOUNDARY AND NATIONAL PARK BOUNDARY

Current Park Boundary 1980

Monument Boundary 1968

Elliot Key
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Jurisdiction

Lands within park boundaries are
administered under concurrent jurisdiction
with local law enforcement agencies, meaning
that any commissioned law enforcement
officer may enforce state and federal laws
within the park.

The Intracoastal Waterway bisects Biscayne
National Park. The Florida Inland Water
Department was established by the U.S.
Congress and mandated to maintain the
waterway to a depth of 7 feet throughout its
length in the park. This mandate affects two
areas in the park— West, Middle, and East
Featherbed Banks in the central portion of
Biscayne Bay and Cutter Bank on the park’s
southern boundary. The remainder of the
waterway in the park has a greater depth than
10 feet—3 feet deeper than the minimum
depth established by congressional mandate
(Intracoastal Waterway 2002).

The City of Islandia, within park boundaries
on Ragged Key No. 3, was formerly a legal
jurisdiction established under Florida state
law. In 2012, Islandia was dissolved by
resolution of the Miami-Dade County Board
of County Commissioners.

Special Use Permits

Biscayne National Park issues one-year
research permits to researchers via the NPS
Research Permit and Reporting System. There
are national general conditions and general
conditions specific to the park associated with
these permits. A review team consisting of the
park research permit coordinator and subject
matter experts review the plan, propose
permit-specific conditions, and recommend
approval or disapproval of the permit to the
park superintendent. Researchers could
request to perform their studies in any zone in
any of the alternatives proposed in this plan;
the review team would continue to determine
appropriateness per environmental sensitivity
and NPS standards for each research
proposal.

Guidance for the Planning Effort

One-time special use permits are also issued
by Biscayne National Park for special events
such as weddings, picnics, and scout
camporees.

Public Law 105-391, section 418, authorizes
the National Park Service to issue commercial
use authorizations (CUAs) for any visitor
services activity by an individual or group for
commercial gain (guided fishing, boat tours,
tow boats, etc.). A commercial visitor service
activity is defined as any or all goods,
activities, services, agreements, or anything
offered to park visitors and/or the general
public for recreational purposes that use park
resources; is undertaken for or results in
compensation, monetary gain, benefit, or
profit to an individual, organization, or
corporation; whether or not such entity is
organized for purposes recognized as
nonprofit under local, state, or federal law. A
commercial use authorization may overlap the
operations undertaken by a concessioner that
operates under a concessions contract.

Public Law 106-206 requires that all
commercial filming activities undertaken in
any national park system unit must be
accomplished under the authority of a
commercial filming permit. Any filming (video
or sound recording) production intended for
a commercial market will require the advance
issue of a commercial filming permit from the
park. Commercial still photography requires a
commercial filming permit only when the
activity will occur in areas normally closed to
the public, when the photographer will use
props or models not normally associated with
the national park system unit, or when
management of the activity is required to
ensure safety or resource protection.

SERVICEWIDE LAWS AND POLICIES

This section identifies what must be done at
Biscayne National Park to comply with federal
laws and NPS policies. Many park
management directives are specified in laws
and policies guiding the National Park Service
and are therefore not subject to alternative
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approaches. For example, there are laws and
policies about managing environmental
quality (such as the Clean Air Act, the
Endangered Species Act, and Executive Order
11990, “Protection of Wetlands”); laws
governing the preservation of cultural
resources (such as the National Historic
Preservation Act [NHPA]and the Native
American Graves Protection and Repatriation
Act); and laws about providing public services
(such as the Americans with Disabilities Act
[ADA])—to name only a few. In other words,
a general management plan is not needed to
decide that it is appropriate to protect
endangered species, control exotic invasive
species, protect archeological sites, conserve
artifacts, or provide universal accessibility.
Laws and policies have already decided those
and many other issues for us. Although
attaining some of these conditions set forth in
these laws and policies may have been
temporarily deferred in the park because of
funding or staffing limitations, the park staff
will continue to strive to implement these
requirements with or without a new general
management plan.

Some laws and executive orders are applicable
solely or primarily to units of the national park
system. These include the 1916 Organic Act
that created the National Park Service, the
General Authorities Act of 1970, the act of
March 27, 1978, relating to the management
of the national park system, the Park System
Resource Protection Act, and the National
Parks Omnibus Management Act (1998).
Other laws and executive orders have much
broader application such as the Endangered
Species Act, the National Historic
Preservation Act, and Executive Order 11990
that address the protection of wetlands.

The NPS Organic Act (16 USC 1) provides the
fundamental management direction for all
units of the national park system:

[P]romote and regulate the use of the
Federal areas known as national
parks, monuments, and
reservations . . . by such means and
measure as conform to the

Sfundamental purpose of said parks,
monuments and reservations, which
purpose is to conserve the scenery and
the natural and historic objects and
the wildlife therein and to provide for
the enjoyment of the same in such
manner and by such means as will
leave them unimpaired for the
enjoyment of future generations.

The National Park System General Authorities
Act (16 USC 1a-1 et seq.) affirms that while all
national park system units remain “distinct in
character,” they are “united through their
interrelated purposes and resources into one
national park system as cumulative
expressions of a single national heritage.” The
act makes it clear that the NPS Organic Act
and other protective mandates apply equally
to all units of the system. Further,
amendments state that NPS management of
park units should not “derogat[e] .. . the
purposes and values for which these various
areas have been established.”

The National Park Service also has established
policies for all units under its stewardship.
These are identified and explained in a
guidance manual titled NPS Management
Policies 2006. The alternatives considered in
this document incorporate and comply with
the provisions of these mandates and policies
(NPS 2006).

To truly understand the implications of an
alternative, it is important to combine the
servicewide mandates and policies (see
appendix B) with the management actions
described in each alternative.

The alternatives in this general management
plan address the desired future conditions
that are not mandated by law and policy and
must be determined through a planning
process.
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Impairment of National Park
Resources

In addition to determining the environmental
consequences of implementing the preferred
and other alternatives, NPS Management
Policies 2006 (section 1.4) requires analysis of
potential effects to determine whether or not
proposed actions would impair a park’s
resources and values.

The fundamental purpose of the national park
system, established by the NPS Organic Act
and reaffirmed by the General Authorities Act,
as amended, begins with a mandate to
conserve park resources and values. NPS
managers must always seek ways to avoid, or
to minimize to the greatest degree practicable,
adverse impacts on park resources and values.
However, the laws do give the National Park
Service the management discretion to allow
impacts on park resources and values when
necessary and appropriate to fulfill the
purposes of the park. That discretion is
limited by the statutory requirement that the
National Park Service must leave resources
and values unimpaired unless a particular law
directly and specifically provides otherwise.

Impairment is an impact that, in the
professional judgment of a responsible NPS
manager, would harm the integrity of park
resources or values, including the
opportunities that otherwise would be present
for the enjoyment of those resources or values
(NPS Management Policies 2006). An adverse

Guidance for the Planning Effort

impact on any park resource or value may, but
does not necessarily, constitute impairment.
An impact would be more likely to constitute
impairment to the extent that it affects a
resource or value whose conservation is

= necessary to fulfill specific purposes
identified in the establishing
legislation or proclamation of the
park, or

= key to the natural or cultural integrity
of the park or to opportunities for
enjoyment of the park, or

» identified in the park’s general
management plan or other relevant
NPS planning documents as being of
significance.

Impairment may result from visitor activities;
NPS administrative activities; or activities
undertaken by concessioners, contractors,
and others operating in the park. Impairment
may also result from sources or activities
outside the park.

An evaluation of impairment is not required
for some impact topics, including visitor
experience (unless the impact is resource
based), NPS operations, or the socioeconomic
environment. When it is determined that an
action(s) would have a moderate to major
adverse effect, the National Park Service
makes a finding of nonimpairment. The
determination of impairment for the proposed
action is included in the Record of Decision.
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BOUNDARY MODIFICATION

The National Park Service is required to
analyze the need for possible modifications to
a park’s external boundaries in all general
management plans.

Biscayne National Monument was authorized
by an act of Congress in 1968, expanded in
1974, and redesignated as a national park and
expanded again in 1980. The current
boundary is considered adequate to protect
and manage the park’s fundamental resources
with the following exception.

The park boundary could be expanded
westward, northward, and/or southward to
assist in providing continued visitor services
and park operations if necessitated by the
predicted sea level rise related to climate
change. If that occurs and if lands meeting
NPS needs/requirements become available, a
boundary assessment would be completed.
The boundary could then be modified as
authorized by section 101 of Public Law 96-
287.
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RELATIONSHIP OF OTHER PLANNING EFFORTS TO THIS
GENERAL MANAGEMENT PLAN

Other plans and planning projects have
influenced or would be influenced by the
approved Final General Management Plan /
Environmental Impact Statement for Biscayne
National Park. These plans have been
prepared (or are being prepared) by the
National Park Service and other federal,
regional, state, and local agencies and
organizations. Those most directly related to
this general management plan or are
potentially affected by it are described below.

NPS PLANS / PLANNING EFFORTS

Fishery Management Plan

The Fishery Management Plan is a long-term
plan to manage fish and shellfish stocks in
Biscayne National Park to ensure that the
tradition of fishing can continue for
generations to come.

The purpose of the plan is to guide sustainable
use of the park’s fishery-related resources. By
working together, the National Park Service
and FWC hope to enhance coordination of
the park’s fishery resources. The planis a
cooperative effort by park staff and the FWC,
with input from members of government
agencies, area universities, and the public.

The planning effort began with public
meetings in May 2002 and a working group
formed by the Sanctuary Advisory Council for
the Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary
in cooperation with the park and the FWC
(consisting of recreational and commercial
fishers, divers, scientists, and members of the
conservation community), which developed
recommendations. In October 2004, the
working group finalized its recommendations,
which were endorsed and forwarded to the
FWC and Biscayne National Park. Many of
the recommendations were used in the

development of the Fishery Management Plan.
The draft plan was presented to the public in
2009. The Record of Decision for the final
plan was signed on July 10, 2014.

The goals of the Fishery Management Plan
support the broader vision for park
management described in this general
management plan.

The Fishery Management Plan recommends
changes in current management strategies for
both recreational and commercial fishing
activities that would be achieved via new,
park-specific federal and state fishing
regulations. Specific regulatory changes under
the final Fishery Management Plan preferred
alternative include: developing park-specific
fishing regulations (in conjunction with the
FWC) to increase the abundance and average
size of targeted fish and invertebrate species
within the park by at least 20% over current
conditions and over conditions in similar
habitat outside the park; elimination of the
two-day lobster port season; prohibition of
the use of an air supply or gear with a trigger
mechanism while spearfishing; phasing out
commercial fishing via the requirement that all
commercial fishers must purchase a limited-
entry, special use permit from the park
superintendent. The permit would be
permanently nontransferable, would require
annual renewal, and would be “use or lose”
such that a permit could not be renewed if (1)
it was not renewed the previous year, or (2) no
catch was reported in the previous year;
establishment (by the FWC) of coral reef
protection areas to delineate coral reef habitat
on which lobster and crab traps could not be
deployed. Traps within the coral reef
protection areas could be moved outside area
boundaries by authorized FWC or park staff,
or other authorized personnel. Additionally,
the trap number from traps observed within
coral reef protection areas would be recorded,
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and traps with three or more recorded
violations could be confiscated from park
waters; proposal of a no-trawl zone within the
bay, in which commercial shrimp trawling
would be prohibited. This zone would serve
to protect juvenile fish and invertebrates
commonly caught as bycatch in trawls, as well
as protect essential fish habitat. The new park-
specific State of Florida fishing regulations
have yet to be drafted, and the schedule for
their approval and establishment is unknown
at this time. These new regulations will be
implemented through the federal rulemaking
process (for federal rules) and through the
FWC’s rulemaking process (for park-specific
state rules). The public will have the
opportunity to comment on all proposed
regulatory changes. For more information on
this plan, please visit http://www.nps.gov/bisc
/parkmgmt/fishery-management-plan.htm.

Mooring Buoy and Marker Plan

Biscayne National Park has initiated a
Mooring Buoy and Marker Plan to identify
buoy and marker locations and criteria for
selecting new Maritime Heritage Trail
locations. The plan would address
environmental monitoring protocol, visitor
crowding, maintenance, and educational
issues associated with the buoys. This plan
would include an adaptive management
framework for mooring buoys and markers.

The Mooring Buoy and Marker Plan was
released for public comment in July 2010 and
had both controversial and noncontroversial
aspects. The National Park Service suspended
work on the Mooring Buoy and Marker Plan
to focus on completing other planning efforts.
The National Park Service has implemented
some of the noncontroversial aspects of the
Mooring Buoy and Marker Plan separately
using appropriate environmental review
processes. For example, additional mooring
buoys were installed on the reef tract and the
Maritime Heritage Trail was completed.

Other NPS Plans

In addition to the overall vision and
management plans described above, the
National Park Service carries out other
planning efforts and studies covering such
topics as natural and cultural resource
restoration and preservation, visitor use,
transportation, and park operations. The
following studies and plans guide important
aspects of park management but do not
directly relate to the alternatives or other
components of this general management plan.

Adjacent Lands Protection Plan

The existing plan, dated January 1991, is being
updated by park staff for future review and
approval by the Southeast Region.

Collections Management Plan

The South Florida Parks Collections
Management Plan (2007) guides the
management and care of museum objects for
five South Florida national parks including
Biscayne. Actions proposed in this general
management plan comply with the interpark
collections management plan.

Coral Reef Restoration Plan

Biscayne National Park completed a plan on
managing the restoration of coral reefs that
have been damaged by vessel groundings. The
plan provides a systematic approach to
addressing injuries to coral reefs caused by
vessel groundings within the park. The
Record of Decision for this plan was signed on
May 31, 2012.

Fire Management Plan

The park’s Fire Management Plan was
approved on April 23,2004. The plan was
designed to meet the park’s specific resource
management needs while also ensuring that
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public and firefighter safety is not
compromised. The plan addresses both
wildland fires (human-caused or naturally
ignited by sources such as lightning strikes)
and debris burning (small-scale burning of
debris piles resulting from maintenance or
resource management activities). Fire
management to protect resources and visitors
is supported by all aspects of this general
management plan.

Exotic Plant Management Plan

Nonnative plants are ecologically harmful,
frequently displacing or otherwise impairing
the function of native plant communities.
They can also alter historic landscapes,
damage cultural resources, and interfere with
visitor use and enjoyment. Management of
nonnative plants relates to all aspects of this
general management plan and is supported by
NPS policy on invasive species.

Everglades, Dry Tortugas, and Biscayne
national parks; Big Cypress National Preserve;
and five other South Florida and Caribbean
units in the national park system have
prepared a South Florida and Caribbean Parks
Exotic Plant Management Plan / Environmental
Impact Statement. Other parks included in the
planning effort are Canaveral National
Seashore, Buck Island Reef National
Monument, Christiansted National Historic
Site, Salt River Bay National Historical Park
and Ecological Preserve, and Virgin Islands
National Park. The Record of Decision for
this plan was signed on October 15, 2010.

Lionfish Response Plans

The exotic invasive lionfish (Pterois volitans) is
a venomous predatory fish native to the
Indian and Pacific oceans and first observed in
South Florida in the 1980s. Lionfish are
voracious predators of fish and invertebrates
that are capable of removing large numbers
and amounts of prey (fish and invertebrates)
and out-competing the park’s native
predatory fish. Lionfish have been

Relationship of Other Planning Efforts to this
General Management Plan

documented to cause ecological impacts to
coral reefs and other habitats. Lionfish
possess venomous spines in some of their fins,
which means that they also pose
envenomation risks to visitors and employees.
While envenomation is not deadly, it can
cause serious problems including intense pain,
burning, swelling, redness, bleeding, joint
pain, anxiety, headache, disorientation,
dizziness, nausea, paralysis, and convulsions.

The National Park Service has prepared the
Lionfish Response Plan: A Systematic Approach
to Managing Impacts from the Lionfish, an
Invasive Species, in Units of the National Parks
System (2012) to guide the National Park
Service and its partners in adequately
addressing the invasion of the lionfish in
marine waters of the national park system
units in the Caribbean, the Gulf of Mexico,
and the east coast of the United States,
including Biscayne National Park. The plan
describes servicewide approaches for lionfish
management and sets the framework for parks
to develop their own site-based plans specific
to their park. These servicewide provisions
include prevention and mitigation of lionfish
impacts on park resources; protection of
health and safety of visitors, staff, partners,
and contractors; and public information.

Biscayne National Park’s Lionfish
Management Plan calls for continuous lionfish
control (removal efforts) to suppress the
population and keep the lionfish population at
acceptable levels. Management actions focus
on controlling the population, as resource
managers acknowledge that complete
eradication is most likely an unattainable and
unrealistic goal. Efforts to reduce the presence
and abundance of lionfish in Biscayne
National Park have beneficial impacts on the
park’s natural resources, visitor experience,
and human health and safety.
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General Management Plan
Amendment Stiltsville
Management Plan

A 2003 decision placed management of the
remaining Stiltsville houses (see the discussion
of Stiltsville in chapter 2 under “Actions
Common to All Alternatives”) under the care
of the nonprofit Stiltsville Trust.

Homestead-Biscayne Buffer
Area Report

A 1997 NPS study found that land uses
providing open space and agricultural space
near Biscayne National Park are essential to
protect the significant resources and values of
the park.

Miami Circle Special Resource Study

A study of the Miami Circle Site was
completed by the National Park Service in
2008 and found that the site was not suitable
to become a part of Biscayne National Park. It
is now managed by HistoryMiami (formerly
the Historical Museum of Southern Florida).

Virginia Key Beach Park
Special Resource Study

A 2008 decision found that the site is not
nationally significant or suitable for inclusion
in the national park system.

Commercial Air Tour
Voluntary Agreement

This voluntary agreement provides the terms
and conditions for commercial air tours to be
conducted over Biscayne National Park as an
alternative to an air tour management plan,
under the provisions of the National Parks Air
Tour Management Act of 2000 as amended by
the Federal Aviation Administration
Modernization and Reform Act of 2012. The

parties to this agreement are the National Park
Service, the Federal Aviation Administration,
and commercial operators.

PLANNING EFFORTS BEYOND
THE NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

Biscayne National Park staff work
collaboratively with other agencies, partners,
and neighbors on the following planning
efforts. To the extent possible, all proposals in
the general management plan are in
accordance with these other planning
processes.

Other Federal Plans

» Biscayne Bay Coastal Wetlands Plan

» Comprehensive Everglades
Restoration Plan

» Department of the Interior Science
Plan

» Marine Sanctuary Management Plan
» United States Coral Reef Initiative

» Homestead Air Force Base Cleanup
= Florida Manatee Recovery Plan

*= NOAA Fisheries Recovery Plan for
Elkhorn Coral and Staghorn Coral

= Southern Florida Multi-Species
Recovery Plan

» Draft Environmental Impact Statement
for Florida Power & Light Company’s
proposed Turkey Point Nuclear Plant
Units 6 and 7 project scheduled for
release in February 2015

» NOAA Fisheries, Smalltooth Sawfish
Recovery Plan (Pristis pectinata)

State and Regional Plans

» Biscayne Bay Surface Water
Improvement and Management Plan
Planning Document
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General Management Plan

Lower East Coast Regional Water City and Local Plans
Supply Plan
»  South Miami-Dade Watershed Study

Biscayne Bay Partnership Initiative
and Plan

Southeast Florida Coral Reef Initiative o )
» Miami-Dade County Comprehensive

Development Master Plan

» Miami-Dade County’s Urban
Development Boundary Issue

John Pennekamp Coral Reef State
Park Approved Management Plan

Biscayne Bay Aquatic Preserves

Management Plan ) )

_ = Biscayne Bay Strategic Access Plan
Dade County Manatee Protection
Plan * Local Greenway and Blueway plans

*» Wastewater Reuse Agreement
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PLANNING ISSUES AND CONCERNS

INTRODUCTION

The general public; NPS staff with their
knowledge about past planning efforts;
representatives from other county, state, and
federal agencies; and representatives from
various organizations identified various issues
and concerns during scoping (early
information gathering that took place in 2001,
2003, and 2009) for the 2011 Draft Plan. An
issue is defined as an opportunity, conflict, or
problem regarding the use or management of
public lands. Comments were solicited at
public meetings, through planning
newsletters, and on the NPS planning website
(see “Chapter 5: Consultation and
Coordination”).

Comments received during scoping
demonstrated that there is much that the
public likes about the park—its resources,
management, use, and facilities. The issues
and concerns generally involve determining
the appropriate visitor use and the types and
levels of facilities, services, and activities,
while remaining compatible with desired
resource conditions. The GMP alternatives
provide strategies for addressing the issues
within the context of the park’s purpose,
significance, and special mandates.

ISSUES ADDRESSED IN THIS PLAN

In general, these issues focus on concerns
about the long-term health of park resources
and providing the visiting public with
enjoyable and quality experiences.

Natural Resources

About 95% of the park is water encompassing
a mosaic of submerged aquatic communities
including seagrasses, hardbottom,
barebottom, and coral reef. Almost 50% of the

park area is seagrass beds or meadows. The
park’s proximity to a growing metropolitan
population with over 200,000 registered
vessels is increasing pressure on the park’s
submerged aquatic communities. The greatest
threat to the productivity of the seagrass beds
are vessel groundings and scarring by
motorboat propellers. Currently, there are a
limited number of zones that provide targeted
resource protection with defined desired
resource conditions and visitor experiences.

The coral reefs of Biscayne National Park
have the attention of national and global reef
conservation initiatives. Coral reefs are in
serious decline globally, especially those near
shallow shelves and dense populations. In the
Florida Keys, because of nearby dense
populations of people and the effects of
hurricanes, vessel groundings, disease,
overfishing, and a proliferation of algae, there
has been a 37% decline in live coral cover in
just five years according to a 2002 report by
NOAA Fisheries. In addition to impacts on
coral, fish populations, and coastal protection,
the decline could affect tourism; currently,
more than 4 million tourists visit the Florida
Keys annually. Some members of the public
have voiced the desire to see reserves
established; others noted that many people’s
livelihood depend on fishing. The possibility
of including a marine reserve or special
recreation zone in Biscayne National Park has
both proponents and opponents in the park’s
user community and beyond, including
commercial and recreational anglers, divers,
and snorkelers, boat enthusiasts, and
environmental advocates. Parkwide fishery
management is addressed in the separate and
previously described Fishery Management
Plan. For more information on this plan,
please visit http://www.nps.gov/bisc
/parkmgmt/fishery-management-plan.htm.

Because establishment of a marine reserve
zone would prohibit all commercial fishing in
the zone following passage of a park special
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regulation, the possibility is addressed in this
Final General Management Plan /
Environmental Impact Statement.

Visitor Experience

The park’s proximity to Miami-Dade County
and its growing metropolitan population are
increasing pressures on the park to
accommodate local recreational demand.
Recreational activities occasionally result in
visitor conflicts, accidents, and resource
damage. Vessel groundings cause long-term
scarring of the bay floor and damage to coral.
Boat anchors damage coral. Propellers can
injure manatees, sea turtles, seagrass beds, and
corals. Debris from fishing activities has
damaged historic underwater resources and
coral reefs. Also, conflicts among different
recreational groups occur. Wakes from larger,
faster boats swamp smaller, slower boats. The
noise of motorboats or “partying” groups
diminishes efforts of recreational paddlers to
experience quieter environments. Currently,
there is no place within the park where
visitors who snorkel and dive can experience a
healthy, natural coral reef or at least a zone
reflecting heightened protection above that
afforded by state fishing regulations. The
challenge to park management is finding and
managing for a user capacity that enables
visitors to have a quality experience while
protecting park resources for future
generations.

The only mainland-based park visitor center is
35 miles south of Miami, frequently a 1.5- to
2.0-hour drive for Miami residents and
nonlocal visitors arriving at the airport or Port
of Miami. Due to its remote location, this
visitor contact center receives less than 10%
of total park visitation. This situation makes it
difficult for the park to determine the type
and level of visitor use it receives. It also
makes it difficult to provide important
information on park rules, regulations,
navigational information, events, and activities
to park users and visitors.

Planning Issues and Concerns

Park Operations

Visitors have uncontrolled access to and from
open waters of the bay and ocean, including
the Intracoastal Waterway. Access points at
developed areas include county and state
parks and private and commercial
developments in the Miami, Key Biscayne,
and Key Largo areas. Because of the
impracticality of marking the marine park’s
entire 50-mile water boundary, many park
users are unaware of the fact that they areina
national park.

The northern part of the park, including
Stiltsville, receives little law enforcement
coverage and the park’s ability to protect
resources and respond to emergencies is
limited by the hour-long boat ride from park
headquarters at Conway Point.

Climate Change

There are two different issues to consider with
respect to climate change and general
management planning: (1) what is the
contribution of the proposed action to climate
change, such as greenhouse gas emissions and
the carbon footprint, and (2) what are the
anticipated effects of climate change on park
resources and visitors who are affected by the
management alternatives? Because the
contribution of the proposed action to climate
change is negligible under any alternative, the
former issue has not been carried forward for
consideration in this plan. The latter issue, a
discussion of the anticipated effects of climate
change on park resources, has been carried
forward.

Other factors driving environmental change
include population growth in the area
(subsidence of water table, increased
visitation, pollution), shifts in visitor use
patterns, and land use change and
development around the park.

Global-scale stressors such as climate change
and ocean acidification can affect coral reefs
in many ways, including altering calcification
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rates and increasing prevalence of bleaching
and disease. These effects alter the planktonic
base of the food web, for example. Hurricane
activity and slow coral regeneration rates,
which vary with the intensity of a particular
hurricane, can also diminish overall coral
cover (Gardner et al. 2004). Few NPS
management actions exist that would directly
reduce the effects of climate change and ocean
acidification. However, taking actions to
protect reefs from other pressures such as
overfishing; land-based sources of pollution;
and physical damage from fishing gear,
anchoring, and vessel groundings might
increase reef resiliency, potentially delaying
the effects of global stressors.

ISSUES AND CONCERNS NOT
ADDRESSED IN THE GENERAL
MANAGEMENT PLAN

Not all of the issues or concerns raised by the
public are included in this general
management plan. Other issues raised by the
public were not considered because they are
already prescribed by law, regulation, or
policy (see the “Servicewide Mandates and
Policies” section), or they

= would be in violation of laws,
regulations, or policies; or

» were at a level that was too detailed for
a general management plan and are
more appropriately addressed in other
planning documents (outside the
scope of a general management plan).

Many topics, such as fishery management,
everglades restoration, and coral reef
interagency management, are addressed in
other park planning or in interagency
planning and so are not specifically addressed
in this general management plan but are
included by reference.

Overfishing, both recreational and
commercial, was identified as a concern by
many because of its potential to deplete fish
stocks, damage the coral reef, and destroy

other species through accidental capture.
Preliminary research data indicate that some
fish populations have declined. The state
manages fishing activities in the park. The
issue of overfishing is addressed in the park’s
Fishery Management Plan, which was
developed in consultation with the state.

Similarly, comments on the 2011 Draft Plan
questioned NPS authority to allow
commercial fishing in Biscayne National Park.
The National Park Service acknowledges that
a park special regulation through formal
rulemaking processes would be needed to
properly authorize existing commercial
fishing at the park. The Fishery Management
Plan recommends changes in current
management strategies for both recreational
and commercial fishing activities that would
be achieved via new, park-specific federal and
state fishing regulations. The preferred
alternative in the Fishery Management Plan
would require all commercial fishers to
purchase a limited-entry permit from the
park. The permit would be nontransferable,
require annual renewal, and would be “use or
lose.” The permit could not be renewed if (1)
it was not renewed the previous year, or (2) no
catch was reported in the previous year. The
intended purpose is to phase out commercial
fishing in the park without having negative
economic impacts on fishers who currently
depend on park resources to support their
livelihood. The new park-specific State of
Florida fishing regulations have yet to be
drafted, and the schedule for their approval
and establishment is unknown at this time.
These new regulations will be implemented
through the federal rulemaking process (for
federal rules) and through the FWC
rulemaking process (for park-specific state
rules). The public will have the opportunity to
comment on all proposed regulatory changes.
For more information on the Fishery
Management Plan, please visit http://www.nps
.gov/bisc/parkmgmt/fishery-management-
plan.htm.

Because the Fishery Management Plan
addresses future management of commercial
fishing parkwide, the National Park Service
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has determined that any regulatory and policy
processes relevant to the parkwide phase-out
of commercial fishing at the park is not
addressed in the general management plan.
The impacts of these proposed changes are
assessed in the Fishery Management Plan.

The long-term health of park resources is
heavily dependent on outside influences such
as air and freshwater quality, quantity, and
timing. Especially critical are the amount, flow
rate, and quality of freshwater that enters the
park from adjacent lands. Marshes adjacent to
the park have been extensively drained, and
all natural overland flow of water is now
controlled and delivered to the coast through
an extensive network of canals. Flood control
gates at the mouth of each of these canals
regulate the flow of water into the park. A
multibillion dollar restoration project is
underway in South Florida—the
Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan
(CERP). This plan is part of regional
ecosystem restoration that includes projects
to address the issues of freshwater availability,
delivery, quality, and structure operations for
Everglades and Biscayne national parks and
the greater South Florida ecosystem. Another
area of importance is the “Model Lands,” an
area of more than 55,000 acres. This area is the
last large expanse of unprotected
undeveloped land in the area and forms a land
corridor between Biscayne and Everglades
national parks. This area is the headwaters for
Barnes and Card sounds, which directly feed
Biscayne Bay in Biscayne National Park. One
of the projects associated with the
Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan
is the Biscayne Bay Coastal Wetlands, which if
implemented, would partially restore
freshwater flow to coastal wetlands within and
outside the park’s western boundary. The
National Park Service will continue to
collaborate with entities beyond park
boundaries to address water quality and many
other concerns. These partnerships include
those with federal, state, and local agencies;

Planning Issues and Concerns

community groups; commercial
organizations; and individuals.

The park has long identified a need to
facilitate entry to and education about park
resources and appropriate types of
recreational activities and to provide added
resource and visitor protection in northern
Biscayne Bay. This is addressed in the park’s
Mooring Buoy and Marker Plan.

The park’s cultural history is often forgotten
or overlooked by the public, but there are
both submerged and terrestrial cultural
resources that help tell the stories of maritime
and South Florida history. The eroding effect
of natural processes on cultural resources
creates a constant challenge to park
management in protecting, preserving, and
interpreting these windows to the past. This
issue is addressed in the park’s Mooring Buoy
and Marker Plan.

Public access to the park and to locations
inside the park is difficult for many. There is
no public transportation to the park from
Miami or Homestead. Once inside the park,
unless visitors have their own boat, it is
difficult to access places other than Convoy
Point. The National Park Service is pursuing
concession opportunities for visitors without
aboat to access the islands for a fee. Visitors
without personal boats find that they are
unable to simply arrive at the park and visit
the Keys.

Part of the visitor experience at Biscayne
National Park is being able to see the land and
seascape of bay, keys, ocean, and mangrove
shoreline with minimal competition from
human-made structures. As development
moves south near the shoreline, there are
increasing chances of these views being
modified. Because this is occurring outside the
park’s boundaries, it is beyond the scope of an
NPS plan.
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IMPACT TOPICS: RESOURCES AND VALUES AT STAKE
IN THE PLANNING PROCESS

An important part of planning is seeking to
understand the consequences of making one
decision over another. To this end, this
general management plan is accompanied by
an environmental impact statement.
Environmental impact statements identify the
anticipated impacts of possible actions on
resources and on park visitors and neighbors.
Impacts are organized by topic, such as
“impacts on the visitor experience” or
“impacts on vegetation and soils.” Impact
topics serve to focus the environmental
analysis and to ensure the relevance of impact
evaluation. The impact topics identified for
this general management plan are outlined in
this section. They were identified based on
federal laws and other legal requirements,
CEQ guidelines, NPS Management Policies
2006, staff subject-matter expertise, and issues
and concerns expressed by the public and
other agencies early in the planning process
(see previous section). Also included is a
discussion of some impact topics that are
commonly addressed but that are not
addressed in this plan for the reasons given.

IMPACT TOPICS TO BE CONSIDERED
Natural Resources

Fishery Resources. The restoration of
healthy fish populations and fish habitat is
important to the ecology of bay and reef
habitats, the health and persistence of regional
fish stocks, and the enjoyment of the
recreating public. Although fishery resource
management is being addressed separately via
the Fishery Management Plan, alternatives
presented in this plan could affect fishery
resources, so this topic is retained for analysis.
For more information on the Fishery
Management Plan, please visit
http://www.nps.gov/bisc/parkmgmt/fishery-
management-plan.htm.

Threatened and Endangered Species. The
Endangered Species Act requires federal
agencies to ensure that their activities would
not jeopardize the existence of any
endangered or threatened species or result in
the destruction or adverse modification of
critical habitat of such species. Consultation
with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
USFWS), NOAA Fisheries, and the FWC
identified a number of threatened,
endangered, or species of concern that
warrants the inclusion of this topic in this
Final General Management Plan /
Environmental Impact Statement. Some
species on this list were dismissed from
detailed analysis because they do not exist in
the park or would not be affected by any
proposed actions. Table 6 (in chapter 2)
provides a summary of the federally listed
species; those that are retained for further
analysis are the manatee, several sea turtle
species, smalltooth sawfish, American
crocodile, Schaus swallowtail butterfly, Miami
blue butterfly, and stony corals. Actions
proposed could affect listed species so this
topic is retained for these species.

Special Status Species, including State
Listed Species. Above the waterline, birds are
perhaps the most conspicuous part of park
wildlife. Many species of birds are permanent
residents of the park, other species migrate
through the area, and still others are
exclusively winter or summer residents. The
park has coastal and inland areas where a
variety of migratory and nonmigratory birds
roost, forage, nest, and/or loaf. Bird rookeries
occur on the mainland in the mangrove
shoreline and on several islands. The
Arsenicker Keys in the southwest corner of
the park are used heavily by roosting herons,
pelicans, and cormorants. Soldier Key, Ragged
Island No. 5, and a small area within Jones
Lagoon are used heavily by double-crested
cormorants.
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Under all action alternatives, Arsenicker Key
and West Arsenicker Key would be identified
as sensitive resource zones because of their
importance in providing nesting, roosting,
foraging, and/or loafing habitat for numerous
bird species. Consequently, visitor activities
would not occur on these islands and no
visitor facilities would be constructed. In
other areas of the park, proposed actions
would incorporate mitigation measures to
reduce potential impacts on birds in the park.
These measures include, but are not limited
to, enforcing coastal set-back distances
(following published recommendations) to
minimize impacts on birds using coastal
habitats and timing construction projects and
other potentially disruptive activities so they
do not correspond with breeding and nesting
seasons. With mitigation, the potential impact
of the proposed alternatives in this plan on
birds in the park would be short and long
term, localized, and negligible. The National
Park Service has a memorandum of
understanding with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service regarding conservation of migratory
birds (USDI 2010). The National Park Service
manages all state listed species the same as
federally listed species, and many birds are
special status state listed species (described
fully in chapter 3); therefore, these species in
particular are retained for analysis in

chapter 4.

Terrestrial Vegetation. The Organic Act and
NPS Management Policies 2006 both require
the protection and conservation of soil and
vegetation resources that could be affected by
actions that would change human use and
development patterns in the park. The
alternatives contain actions that could affect
vegetation resources so this topic is retained
for analysis.

Submerged Aquatic Communities. The
Organic Act and NPS Management Policies
2006 both require the National Park Service to
protect and conserve native populations that
could be affected by visitors, managers, and
external sources. The park’s aquatic
communities are an important park resource
and one of the attractions that add to the

Impact Topics: Resources and Values at Stake
in the Planning Process

quality of visitor experience in the park.
Changes in marine habitat or in populations of
organisms would be of concern to visitors, the
public, and park managers. Actions contained
in the alternatives could affect submerged
aquatic communities so this topic is retained
for analysis.

Wetlands. The water resources in the park,
including wetlands, are protected and
managed in accordance with NPS
Management Policies 2006 (4.6.5); Executive
Order 11990, “Protection of Wetlands”; and
NPS Director’s Order 77-1: Wetland
Protection. This guidance requires the
National Park Service to protect and enhance
natural wetland values and to examine the
impacts of park activities on wetlands. Actions
proposed in the alternatives could adversely
affect wetlands so this topic is retained for
analysis.

Soundscapes. Both the National Park Service
Organic Act (as amended) and NPS
Management Policies 2006 identify natural
sound environments or soundscapes as a park
resource and value worthy of protection. NPS
Management Policies 2006 (4.9) describe
soundscapes as follows. Park natural
soundscape resources encompass all the
natural sounds that occur in parks, including
the physical capacity for transmitting those
natural sounds and the interrelationships
among park natural sounds of different
frequencies and volumes. Natural sounds
occur within and beyond the range of sounds
that humans can perceive, and they can be
transmitted through air, water, or solid
materials. Some examples of natural sounds
include sounds produced by birds, frogs, or
katydids to define territories or help attract
mates; sounds produced by bats or porpoises
to find prey or navigate; sounds received by
mice or deer to detect and avoid predators;
sounds produced by physical processes, such
as wind in the trees, claps of thunder, or
falling water. The management policies
specifically state that the National Park
Service “will preserve, to the greatest extent
possible, the natural soundscapes of parks.”
The policies further state that NPS staff will

Volume I: 29



CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

restore degraded soundscapes to the natural
condition whenever possible and will protect
natural soundscapes from degradation due to
noise (undesirable human-caused sound).
Noise can adversely affect, directly and
indirectly, the natural soundscape and other
park resources. Noise can also adversely
impact visitor experience.

Visitors to Biscayne National Park have
opportunities to experience tranquility in an
environment of natural sounds in many parts
of the park. Actions in the alternatives that
could potentially increase noise levels in parts
of the park, such as enhanced development of
visitor destination points and increasing the
level of visitor services, facilities, and access,
could be of concern to some visitors, the
general public, and NPS managers. Therefore,
this topic is retained for analysis.

Cultural Resources

The National Park Service categorizes cultural
resources as archeological resources, cultural
landscapes, historic structures, museum
collections, and ethnographic resources.
Cultural resource impact topics were selected
on the basis of fundamental resources and
values identified in the park’s enabling
legislation; major values identified during the
plan’s scoping process; and applicable laws,
executive orders, and regulations as well as
NPS management policies and guidelines. The
National Historic Preservation Act,
Archaeological Resources Protection Act,
Native American Graves Protection and
Repatriation Act, National Environmental
Policy Act, and other legislation require that
the effects of any federal undertakings on
cultural resources be examined and analyzed.
Also, NPS Management Policies 2006 and
Director’s Order 28: Cultural Resource
Management call for consideration of the
effects of planning proposals on cultural
resources. Actions proposed in this plan could
affect archeological resources, historic
structures, and cultural landscapes. The
rationale for dismissing museum collections
and ethnographic resources from further

consideration is found in the next section
under “Impact Topics Dismissed from further
Consideration.”

Visitor Use and Experience

The planning team identified visitor
experience as an important issue that could be
appreciably affected under the alternatives.
The Organic Act and NPS Management
Policies 2006 direct the National Park Service
to provide enjoyment opportunities for
visitors that are uniquely suited and
appropriate to the resources found in the
park. Different aspects of visitation and
enjoyment are evaluated by alternative: visitor
uses, recreational opportunities, access to
information and interpretation, visitor
facilities, and visitor access.

Park Operations

Operations and Facilities. The alternatives
proposed in this plan could affect park
operations and facilities. Topics include
staffing, maintenance, facilities, ability to
protect park values and visitors, employee and
visitor health and safety, management of
natural and cultural resources, and
administrative access. Therefore, operations
and facilities are retained for analysis.

Concessions. Actions proposed in the
alternatives could adversely or beneficially
affect park concessioners. For example,
establishing user capacity, establishing zones
that limit types of use, or other requirements
could affect concessioners. This, in turn,
could affect the experience of clients and
other visitors in the park. Therefore,
concessions is retained for analysis.

Socioeconomic Environment

The National Environmental Policy Act
requires an examination of social and
economic impacts caused by federal actions.
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Biscayne National Park affects the
socioeconomics of nearby communities such
as Homestead and southeastern portions of
the greater Miami metropolitan area.
Accordingly, residents and tourism-related
businesses (e.g., restaurants and hotels) in the
region are concerned about changes in
management of the park that might affect their
lives and socioeconomic environment and
opportunities. Impact topics include the
effects that park operations and visitation
have on the regional economy.

IMPACT TOPICS DISMISSED FROM
FURTHER CONSIDERATION

Some impact topics that commonly are
considered during the planning process were
not relevant to the development of this
general management plan for Biscayne
National Park because of the following: (1)
implementing the alternatives would have no
effect or a negligible effect on the topic or
resource or, (2) the resource does not occur in
the national park. The following topics were
dismissed from further consideration.

Natural Resources

Prime and Unique Farmlands. According to
the Natural Resource Conservation Service,
U.S. Department of Agriculture, there are no
prime or unique farmlands in Biscayne
National Park, so this topic is dismissed from
further analysis in this document.

Floodplains. NPS management policies and
Executive Order 11988, “Floodplain
Management” require addressing impacts on
and development in natural floodplains. The
entire park is within the regulatory 100-year
floodplain. Some of the alternatives propose
new development in the floodplain. This
development includes dock improvements,
construction of boardwalks, and in
alternatives 2, 3, 4, 6, 7, and 8 hardening
portions of trails on Elliott Key. The dock
improvements and boardwalks would not

Impact Topics: Resources and Values at Stake
in the Planning Process

impact floodplain processes, nor would they
increase the potential for erosion after
construction. Hardening the trail on Elliott
Key would add an impervious surface area on
the highest point of the island. The trail is
unlikely to increase the potential for erosion
or to substantially modify the drainage pattern
on the island because the trees surrounding
the trail would remain to stabilize surrounding
soils. Short-term impacts would be adverse
but negligible. Long-term impacts, after
construction, would also be adverse but
would continue to be negligible. Because no
impacts are anticipated to be greater than
negligible, this topic is dismissed from further
analysis in this document.

Air Quality. According to the Clean Air Act,
Biscayne National Park is in a class II airshed.
Activities in the park that could contribute to
air pollution in the region include boat traffic
in Biscayne Bay, park vehicles, and private
vehicles. These activities would not be
expected to increase as part of this plan. Some
proposed actions in the park could decrease
local air quality in the short term. These
actions include development of visitor
facilities on the Keys, particularly in
alternatives 2 and 3—in particular, there could
be an increase in dust and other particulate
matter during construction. These impacts
could be reduced through use of best
management practices to reduce the impacts
of proposed development on air quality. With
these mitigation measures, the alternatives
being considered in this document would
result in negligible effects on air quality in
both the short and long term. Therefore, air
quality is dismissed from further analysis in
this document.

Wilderness and Wild and Scenic Rivers.
Wilderness and wild and scenic rivers are
congressional designations designed to
protect undeveloped areas and free-flowing
rivers. A wilderness review was called for in
Public Law 96-287 of 1980 and a wilderness
eligibility assessment was completed in 1983.
There are no designated wild and scenic rivers
and no designated wilderness in Biscayne
National Park. No actions proposed in this
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plan would adversely impact future
designation of any rivers or areas that might
be suitable for such designations within the
region. Additional wilderness planning needs
will be identified in the future park foundation
document. Therefore, wilderness and wild
and scenic rivers are dismissed from further
analysis in this document.

Water Resources.

Water Quality in the Bay— The park’s water
quality issues result from human-caused
influences and proximity to millions of people
in the Biscayne Bay watershed. Water quality
issues for the park are primarily water clarity,
nutrient loading and enrichment, bacterial
enrichment due to sewage input, unregulated
classes of chemical compounds derived from
both sewage and industrial uses that are
commonly called environmental pollutants of
concern or microconstituents, pesticides, and
more traditional industrial and stormwater
pollutants (BBPI 2001; Miami-Dade
Government / WASD Website; Lietz and
Meyer 2006; Ecology and Environment 2007).
These compounds generally occur through
groundwater seepage, canal inflow, surface
runoff, or direct release by boats (Alleman

et al. 1995; BBPI 2001).

The hydrogeology of Miami-Dade County
results in the rapid movement of groundwater
with direct subsurface connection to the bay
and canals through the unconfined Biscayne
Aquifer (Klein and Hull 1978; Lietz 1999).
Stormwater and surface water runoff are
routed to canals as overland flow or via
subsurface infiltration and can move directly
into the bay or indirectly as inflow to
groundwater with storm-driven flow carrying
the most diverse collection of compounds,
including fecal coliform bacteria, nutrients,
pesticides, herbicides, petroleum byproducts,
chlorinated solvents, metals, wastewater
compounds, and sediment (Migliaccio and
Castro 2009; Alleman et al. 1995; BBPI 2001;
Caccia and Boyer 2005, 2007). In addition to
terrestrial sources, the large number of private
boaters using the bay and ocean waters has the
potential to discharge sewage and bilge water

directly into park waters, which includes oil,
grease, fuel, hydrocarbon contaminants, and
sewage from marine heads (bathrooms). The
overall impact from direct marine discharge
may be minimal on a loading basis because of
volume; however, because of the mobile
nature of the source, it will be determined and
concentrated by boater use patterns and the
ability to reach normally isolated areas.

During an extensive review of issues affecting
Biscayne Bay, a multiagency, multi-
stakeholder team (the Biscayne Bay
Partnership Initiative) reviewed issues
affecting water quality, which resulted in the
following findings:

Canal inflow is the primary
mechanism for pollutant delivery to
the bay. Groundwater nutrient inputs
to the bay are more prevalent in the
Southern Bay. An increase in nutrient
loading is correlated to an increase in
population density (Caccia and Boyer
2007). Pollutant loading to the bay can
increase substantially during storm
events (Briceno et al. 2010; Migliaccio
and Castro 2009). In addition,
nutrient loading to the bay appears to
be affected by climatic cycles with an
observed increase in loading rates in
wetter years and lower loading rates
in drier years (Caccia and Boyer
2007). Sustained increases in fecal
coliform levels have been observed in
the Southern Bay (Migliaccio and
Carey 2008). Whereas, chlorophyll-a
concentrations have demonstrated an
increasing trend throughout the entire
bay (Migliaccio and Carey 2008).
Mowry Canal and Princeton Canal
represent the largest source of nitrate
loading to Biscayne Bay and have the
highest flow-weighted mean
concentrations of all canals
discharging into Biscayne Bay (Caccia
and Boyer 2005). Mowry Canal and
Princeton Canal discharges have led
to nutrient enrichment imbalances
that have resulted in flora and fauna
disturbances in Biscayne Bay, in the
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vicinity of these canals (Graves et al.
2005; Szmant 1987). Likewise, Arch
Creek, Miami Canal, and Tamiami
Canals have exhibited a decline in
water quality due to elevated nutrient
concentrations (Lietz 1999). In
addition, many Miami-Dade canals
are determined to be impaired as per
the FDEP’s 303(d) list, including
Military Canal, which drains the
Homestead Air Reserve Base (an
USEPA superfund site) (FDEP 2010a).

Biscayne Bay is affected by atmospheric
conditions and there are seasonal changes in
rainfall, temperature, and salinity. Seasonal
salinity patterns in the bay highlight three
broad regions with respect to magnitude and
variability of salinity. The first region is in the
eastern bay adjacent to the Atlantic Ocean and
is characterized by near oceanic salinities that
vary little throughout the year. The mid-basin
region shows variability during the wet and
dry seasons, having somewhat lower than
average salinities during the peak wet season
because of increased freshwater inflow (July—
September). The third broad area is on the
western side of the bay, which is a lower
salinity region with high variability caused by
the freshwater discharges from drainage
canals (Ault et al. 2001).

Biscayne Bay’s water quality has been the
subject of monitoring and study for many
decades. In the late 1970s, the Miami-Dade
County Environmental Resources
Management Department, with the support of
the state, established a network of surface
water monitoring stations in the bay. Florida
International University, the U.S. Geological
Survey (USGS), the NOAA Fisheries, and the
National Park Service are also conducting
additional monitoring. Sediment chemistry
studies have also been conducted by various
entities during the past 20 years.

The state has designated the bay and its
natural tributaries as “Outstanding Florida
Waters,” and as such the bay receives the
highest level of protection from degradation.
During the past 40 years, water quality in the
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bay has improved substantially. Water quality
generally meets federal, state, and local
standards for recreational uses and
propagation of fish and wildlife. However,
portions of the bay have been substantially
affected by past development and water
management practices. Loss of coastal
wetlands and seagrass communities has
contributed to changes in the physical and
ecological water quality characteristics.

Some actions proposed under this plan would
have adverse impacts on water quality in the
bay such as construction of boardwalks and
dock improvements and changing the level of
boating access to certain marine areas. The
impacts on water quality from construction
activities would primarily result from
disturbances to sediment, which increases
turbidity in the water column. The impact of
increased turbidity on resources in the bay,
such as the seagrass beds, would be mitigated
by undertaking construction activities in the
winter months when the seagrass beds are the
least productive. These impacts would be
localized, limited to the construction period,
negligible to minor, and adverse.

Because most effects on water quality
originate outside NPS control and there
would be no impacts of moderate or greater
intensity from any action in this general
management plan, water quality in the bay is
dismissed from further analysis in this
document.

Surface Water Flow— Surface water
(freshwater) inflow is a primary factor that
determines species community structure,
distribution, and composition in Biscayne Bay.
Historically, water entered the bay as it flowed
over the land, entering the bay over most of
the shoreline. Biscayne Bay has undergone
dramatic changes in environmental conditions
because of human alteration of natural
hydrologic conditions in southern Florida
(Ault et al. 2001). Water flow into the western
portion of the bay has been heavily altered by
construction of 19 water management canals
that drained wetlands and released water in
pulses to prevent flooding and to facilitate
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drainage. The alterations in the amount,
timing, and distribution of freshwater flowing
into coastal marine waters has changed the
temperature, salinity, and nutrient regimes
and degraded estuarine and nearshore marine
habitats (Serafy et al. 1997; South Florida
Water Management District 1995).

For example, the canals create unnatural
freshwater discharge points into the bay. After
storms, large amounts of freshwater move into
the western portion of the bay from these 19
discharge points. Fish kills, benthic
community die-offs, and turbidity plumes are
associated with these large pulses of
freshwater following major storms. The
alteration of increased salinity along the
western edge of the bay has been attributed to
the reduction in the number of some mollusk
species, including Milonga, Neritina, and
Melampus (NPS 1993).

No proposed action in this plan would alter
the surface water flow regime into the waters
of Biscayne Bay because surface water sources
originate outside park boundaries and they
are managed by other entities. Therefore,
surface water is dismissed from further
analysis in this document. The National Park
Service is working with the South Florida
Water Management District and Miami-Dade
County to determine if wastewater reuse can
be treated to levels that would be clean
enough to hydrate the park’s coastal wetlands.

Groundwater— The source of the
groundwater flow into the bay is the Biscayne
Aquifer, which underlies lower southeastern
Florida and extends beneath Biscayne Bay.
Water quality in the aquifer is threatened by
both terrestrial sources and saltwater
intrusion that results from changes in water
flow characteristics. Data from the Biscayne
National Park Long-Term Hydrographic
Project indicate that groundwater is seeping
into offshore coral reefs on a tidal cycle.
Terrestrial sources of pollution could then
impact marine reef systems because of the
groundwater connection. Historically,
freshwater springs were on the shoreline of
Biscayne Bay. As a result of hydrological

changes in South Florida, these springs
generally no longer flow. This presents a
particular water quality management
challenge because this aquifer provides the
only source of drinking water from Boca
Raton to the Keys. The park has concerns
related to groundwater quality and its impact
on park resources.

The park will continue to work with
management entities to improve the quality of
groundwater flow entering the park. None of
the actions proposed in this plan would
increase the potential for groundwater
contamination from terrestrial sources or
saltwater intrusion. These potential sources of
groundwater contamination originate outside
the park, and no actions proposed in this
management plan would affect these sources.
For this reason, groundwater is dismissed
from further analysis in this document.

Wildlife. Most wildlife species found in the
park are associated with the ocean or
shoreline habitats, which includes mammals,
birds, reptiles, and invertebrates.

Mammals— There are 28 species of mammals
in the park. Most of these species are small
rodents although bobcat, raccoon, and striped
skunk are also found in the park. The
population of all mammals within the park
appears to be stable, with the exception of
bobcats because sightings of bobcats have
declined. Some actions in this plan could have
an adverse impact on resident mammals in the
park, particularly those that live on the Keys.
These proposed actions include development
of visitor facilities, which could attract some
animals because of the potential availability of
food. If individual animals become habituated
to food associated with park facilities, this
could be a hazard for both the animals and
visitors. The park will implement measures to
reduce the amount of food available to
animals in the park from human sources.
These measures could include, but are not
limited to, timely removal of trash from the
park as well as installation of rodent-proof
trash receptacles. With mitigation, the impacts
of this plan on the resident terrestrial mammal
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population would be negligible. Therefore,
the potential impacts on these species is
dismissed from further analysis in this
document.

Marine Wildlife— Three marine mammal
species reside in the park. Manatees, river
otters, and Atlantic bottlenose dolphins are
full-time park residents. Occasionally, park
staff have observed whales outside the
boundaries, but the water in the park is too
shallow for whales to inhabit the park.

A large diversity of crustaceans occur in the
park, although only a limited number of
shrimp, lobster, and crab species are managed
as fishery-targeted species.

Management of the above species is governed
by state and federal laws. None of the
proposed alternatives in this plan would alter
management actions or obligations of the U.S.
government or the National Park Service
relative to these species in the park.
Therefore, this topic is dismissed from further
analysis in this document.

The manatee, a federally listed endangered
species, is also found in the park. The impacts
of this plan on manatees and their habitat are
analyzed in the section on threatened and
endangered species.

Cultural Resources

Ethnographic Resources. Ethnographic
resources are defined by the National Park
Service as any “site, structure, object,
landscape, or natural resource feature
assigned traditional legendary, religious,
subsistence, or other significance in the
cultural system of a group traditionally
associated with it” (Director’s Order 28:
Cultural Resource Management, 181).
Ethnographic resources was dismissed as an
impact topic because to date no ethnographic
resources or ethnographic landscapes have
been identified in Biscayne National Park, and
no traditional cultural properties in the park
have been listed or been determined eligible
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for listing, in the National Register of Historic
Places.

The Biscayne National Park Ethnographic
Overview and Assessment (EDAW 2003)
provided an overview of groups shown to
have traditional associations with Biscayne
National Park. These groups included
recreational and commercial fishers, the
boating community, recreational divers,
people with connections to Stiltsville, tow
boat operators, environmentalists, the
Seminole Tribe of Florida, the Miccosukee
Tribe of Indians, South Florida African
Americans, and descendants of families of
homesteaders and other former island
residents and landowners.

While no specific ethnographic landscapes
were identified in the overview and
assessment, there are specific places in the
park that are important to members of these
groups. Some of these include Stiltsville, the
Israel Lafayette “Parson” Jones homesite on
Porgy Key and associated farmstead on
Totten Key, and prehistoric American Indian
archeological sites. All of these resources are
protected by existing policies, law, and
regulations and the National Park Service will
strive through ongoing consultations to
develop and accomplish park programsin a
way that respects the beliefs, traditions, and
other cultural values of all identified groups
who have ancestral or traditional ties to park
lands.

Museum Collections. As of September 20,
2014, Biscayne National Park museum
collections consist of an estimated 1,002,751
objects, specimens, and archival documents.
These collections represent the disciplines of
archeology (43,068), ethnology (259), history
(469), archives (952,115), biology (5,843), and
geology (997). The vast majority of the park’s
archives are resource management records
that document park resources, management
actions, and research by NPS and non-NPS
scientists. Artifacts and specimens collected
under scientific research and collecting
permits of other legal instruments are also
highly significant. The collection represents
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an irreplaceable and invaluable resource for
park managers and staff, researchers, and the
general public.

The Biscayne National Park museum
collection is managed by the South Florida
Collections Management Center (SFCMC).
The multipark museum program, based at
Everglades National Park, manages the
museum collections for Big Cypress National
Preserve, Biscayne National Park, De Soto
National Memorial, Dry Tortugas National
Park, and Everglades National Park. The
mission of the program is to preserve the
diverse cultural and natural resources of these
parks, sharing them with the American people
in celebration of the collective heritage of the
United States. The SFCMC curator is also the
curator for Biscayne National Park and the
designated custodial officer for the collection.
The SFCMC staff, including the registrar,
archivist, and technicians, provides high-
quality, professional museum collection
management services, ensuring that the park’s
collections are accessioned and cataloged,
preserved, protected, and made available for
access and use according to legal

requirements and NPS policies and guidelines.

The South Florida Collections Management
Center uses other museum storage
repositories as appropriate to meet NPS
collection management needs. As of January
2015, some of Biscayne National Park’s
museum collections are on loan to
repositories such as: the NPS Southeast
Archeological Center in Tallahassee, Florida;
Florida Museum of Natural History in
Gainesville, Florida; Fairchild Tropical
Botanic Garden in Coral Gables, Florida;
Florida International University in Miami,
Florida; University of Miami in Coral Gables,
Florida; University of California-Davis in
Davis, California; U.S. Geological Survey in
Davie, Florida; U.S. Geological Survey Center
for Marine and Coastal Studies in St.
Petersburg, Florida; U.S. Geological Survey
National Center in Reston, Virginia; National
Marine Fisheries Service in Miami, Florida;
Missouri Botanical Gardens in Saint Louis,
Missouri; New York State Museum

Herbarium in Albany, New York; Brooklyn
Botanic Garden Herbarium in Brooklyn, New
York; University of South Florida Herbarium
in Tampa, Florida; and the University of
Michigan Herbarium in Ann Arbor, Michigan,
among others. In addition, project archives
associated with submerged archeological sites
in Biscayne National Park are at the NPS
Submerged Resources Center in Lakewood,
Colorado, and archived at the Western
Archeological and Conservation Center in
Tucson, Arizona.

Museum collections are on exhibit at Biscayne
National Park in the Dante Fascell Visitor
Center. Collections may also be made
accessible through research requests, in the
NPS Web Catalog, in publications, on NPS
websites, through social media, and through
other exhibits at NPS and non-NPS museums.

Although the superintendent remains the
accountable officer for the collection, the
museum collection is dismissed as an impact
topic from further analysis in this document
because none of the alternatives considered in
this plan would affect the preservation or
management of the collections.

Indian Trust Resources. Secretarial Order
3175 requires that any anticipated impacts on
Indian trust resources from a proposed
project or action by agencies of the
Department of the Interior be explicitly
addressed in environmental documents. The
federal Indian trust responsibility is a legally
enforceable fiduciary obligation on the part of
the United States to protect tribal lands,
assets, resources, and treaty rights, and it
represents a duty to carry out the mandates of
federal law with respect to American Indian
and Alaska Native tribes.

According to the NPS American Indian
Liaison Office’s list of National Parks, Tribal
Trust Land, and Indian Reservations, there
are no Indian trust resources in Biscayne
National Park. The lands comprising the park
are not held in trust by the Secretary of the
Interior for the benefit of Indians because of
their status as Indians. Therefore, Indian trust
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resources is dismissed from further analysis in
this document.

Other Topics

Natural or Depletable Resource
Requirements and Conservation
Potential. None of the alternatives being
considered would result in the extraction of
resources (with the exception of fish) from the
park. Under all of the alternatives, ecological
principles would be applied to ensure that the
park’s natural resources were maintained and
not impaired. Therefore, this topic is
dismissed from further analysis in this
document.

Energy Requirements and Conservation
Potential. The action alternatives would
result in a negligible change in energy
consumption compared to current conditions.
The National Park Service would pursue
sustainable practices whenever possible in all
decisions regarding park operations, facilities
management, and development in Biscayne
National Park. Whenever possible, the
National Park Service would use energy
conservation technologies and renewable
energy sources. Because the change in energy
consumption at the park under any proposed
alternative would be negligible, this topic is
dismissed from further analysis in this
document.

Public Health and Safety. The proposed
developments and actions in the alternatives
would not result in any identifiable adverse
impacts on human health or safety. The
alternatives were designed to take these
factors into consideration and to remove them
wherever possible; therefore, this topic is
dismissed from further analysis in this
document.

Environmental Justice. On February 11,
1994, President Clinton signed Executive
Order 12898, “Federal Actions to Address
Environmental Justice in Minority
Populations and Low-Income Populations.”

Impact Topics: Resources and Values at Stake
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This order requires all federal agencies to
incorporate environmental justice into their
missions by identifying and addressing
disproportionately high and adverse human
health or environmental effects of their
programs/policies on minorities and low-
income populations and communities. The
Secretary of the Interior established
Department of the Interior policy under this
order in an August 17, 1994, memorandum.
This memorandum directs all bureau and
office heads to consider the impacts of their
actions and inactions on minority and low-
income populations and communities; to
consider the equity of the distribution of
benefits and risks of those decisions; and to
ensure meaningful participation by minority
and low-income populations in the
department’s wide range of activities where
health and safety are involved.

For fulfilling Executive Order 12898, in the
context of the National Environmental Policy
Act, the planning team assessed the
alternatives presented in this plan during the
planning process and determined that none of
these alternatives would result in substantial
direct or indirect negative effects on any
minority or low-income population or
community as defined in the Environmental
Protection Agency Environmental Justice
Guidance (1998).

The following information contributed to this
conclusion:

» The developments and actions in the
alternatives would not result in any
identifiable human health effects.
Therefore, there would be no direct or
indirect effects on human health
within any minority or low-income
population or community.

» Theimpacts on the natural and
physical environment that would
occur because of any actions proposed
in the alternatives would not
disproportionately adversely affect
any minority or low-income
population or community, or be
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specific to such populations or
communities.

» The proposed alternative actions
would not result in any identified
effects that would be specific to any
minority or low-income community.

» The park staff has consulted and
worked with the affected American
Indian tribes in cooperative efforts to
manage the recreational potential of
the park and its resources effectively
and will continue to do so. No adverse
effects were identified that
disproportionately affect the tribes.

The topic of environmental justice is
dismissed from further analysis in this
document.

Relationships between Local Short-Term
Uses of the Environment and the
Maintenance and Enhancement of Long-

Term Productivity. Under any alternative, the
National Park Service would continue to
maintain natural ecological processes and
native biological communities wherever
feasible. Under alternatives 2, 3,4, 6, 7, and 8
(final preferred hybrid of alternatives 4 and 6)
there would be a slight increase in the park’s
development footprint from the construction
or upgrade of new trails and facilities. This
footprint change would be so small (1 to 3
acres total) that it would not result in a
substantial loss of long-term productivity.
Natural resource management actions to
increase ecosystem health would continue or
be enhanced in all action alternatives, which
would increase long-term productivity.
Because there would be no substantial change
in the relationship between short-term uses of
the environment and long-term productivity,
this topic is dismissed from further analysis in
this document.
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INTRODUCTION

Many aspects of the desired future condition
of Biscayne National Park are defined in the
establishing legislation, the park’s purpose
and significance statements, and the
servicewide mandates and policies that were
briefly described earlier and are detailed in
appendix B. Within these parameters, the
National Park Service solicited input during
scoping sessions and workshops (2001, 2003,
and 2009) from the public, NPS staff,
government agencies, tribal officials, and
other organizations regarding issues and
desired conditions for the park. Planning team
members gathered information about existing
visitor use and the condition of park facilities
and resources. They considered which areas
of the park attract visitors and which areas
have sensitive resources.

Using the above information, the planning
team developed a set of 11 management zones
and 8 alternatives to reflect the range of ideas
proposed during scoping sessions. These
management zones and alternatives are
composed of alternatives 2 through 5
originally presented in the 2011 Draft Plan,
alternatives 6 and 7 that were presented in the
2013 Supplemental Plan, and alternative 8
(final NPS preferred alternative and a hybrid
of alternatives 4 and 6).

This chapter describes the management zones
and the alternatives for managing Biscayne
National Park for the next 15 to 20 years. It
includes tables that summarize the key
differences between the alternatives and the
key differences in the impacts that are
expected from implementing each alternative.
(The summary of impacts table is based on the
analysis in “Chapter 4: Environmental
Consequences.”) This chapter also describes
mitigation measures that would be used to
lessen or avoid impacts, the future studies that
would be needed, and the environmentally
preferable alternative.

USER CAPACITY

General management plans for national park
system units, including Biscayne National
Park, must address user capacity management.
The National Park Service defines user
capacity as the type and extent of visitor use
that can be accommodated while sustaining
the quality of a park unit’s resources and
visitor experience consistent with the park
unit’s purpose.

Managing user capacity in national parks is
inherently complex and depends not only on
the number of visitors, but also on where they
go, what they do, and the “footprints” they
leave behind. In managing for user capacity,
park staff relies on a variety of management
tools and strategies, rather than relying solely
on regulating the number of people in a park.
The ever-changing nature of visitor use in
parks requires a deliberate and adaptive
approach to user capacity management.

The foundations for making user capacity
decisions in this general management plan are
the park’s purpose, significance, special
mandates, and management zones. In
addition, based on the desired conditions,
indicators, and standards associated with
visitor use are identified. These indicators and
standards help assess changes in resource and
social conditions related to human activity to
ensure that desired conditions are being
maintained. The planning team considered
many potential issues and related indicators
that would identify impacts of concern, and
those described in the following table were
considered the most salient given the
importance and vulnerability of the resource
or visitor experience affected by visitor use.
The specific, measurable indicators are
organized in the table by their associated
broad issue (e.g., disturbance of viable fish
populations, visitor experience/use conflicts).
These indicators are applicable to some or all
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of the management zones identified in the
plan. The assigned zones where these
indicators will be monitored and conditions
compared to the standards are identified in
the first column of the table.

Based on the desired conditions, indicators
and standards are identified. An indicator is a
measurable variable that can be used to track
changes in resource and social conditions
related to human activity so that existing
conditions can be compared to desired
conditions. A standard is the minimum
acceptable condition for an indicator. The
indicators and standards help translate the
broader qualitative descriptions of desired
conditions in the management zones into
measurable conditions. As a result, park
managers can track changes in resource
conditions and visitor experience and provide
a basis for determining whether desired
conditions are being met. Monitoring the
indicators and standards also helps NPS staff
evaluate the effectiveness of management
actions and provides a basis for informed
management of visitor use.

For each indicator and standard, a range of
relevant management actions are described
that could be taken to maintain or restore
desired conditions. For example, management
actions may include providing information
about low-impact recreational use and the
principles of “Leave No Trace,” directing
visitors to designated facilities or areas; adding
or altering facilities (e.g., trails, campsites) for
containment of use to designated areas,
directing visitors to lesser-used areas or off-
peak times, restricting the types of recreation
activities permitted, and/or reducing the
amount of visitor use in certain areas.

User capacity decision making is a continuous
process; decisions are adjusted based on
monitoring the indicators and standards.
Management actions are taken to minimize
impacts when needed. Once indicators and
standards are identified, they should generally
not change in the future. However, as
monitoring of the park’s conditions continues,
managers may decide to modify or add

indicators if better ways are found to measure
important changes in resource and social
conditions. Information on NPS monitoring
efforts, related visitor use management
actions, and any changes to the indicators and
standards would be available to the public.

Biscayne National Park is a popular, highly
visited national park with extensive and
diverse visitor opportunities. In addition, the
park contains unique natural and cultural
resources including coral reefs, seagrass, and
submerged shipwrecks that are highly
vulnerable to visitor use impacts. Further,
visitor use opportunities largely occur over an
extensive water resource that is without many
designated visitor facilities and use areas that
make regulating use levels, activities, and
patterns difficult. Managing user capacity in
this unique setting is highly challenging.

Given these challenges and limited staff and
budgets, user capacity management must use
funds and staff time efficiently, focus on areas
of most concern within the park, and develop
creative approaches with monitoring and
management strategies.

This management plan will provide guidance
for a long-term, comprehensive strategy to
manage user capacity. This information will
help guide the strategic use of limited park
staff and funding regarding future user
capacity management. This guidance includes
the following components.

* The management zones, described
later in this chapter in table 2, provide
the basis for managing user capacity.
Each zone prescribes desired resource
conditions, visitor experience, and
recreational opportunities for
different areas of the park. The zones
also prescribe the types and levels of
developments necessary to support
these conditions, experiences, and
opportunities.

= The park’s most pressing use-related
resource and visitor experience
concerns, given the park’s purpose,
desired conditions, and the
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vulnerability of specific resources and
values, will be identified. This helps
NPS managers focus limited resources
on the most important issues and
related indicators.

= User capacity indicators and
standards, assigned by zone, will be
monitored in the future to determine
if desired conditions are being met.

= Ageneral description of related
monitoring strategies will be provided.

= Representative examples of
management strategies that could be
used to avoid or minimize
unacceptable impacts from visitor use
will be identified.

Table 1 describes the user capacity indicators,
standards, monitoring, and management
strategies for Biscayne National Park. This
information was developed after careful
consideration of key aspects of desired
resource conditions and visitor experience,
public scoping information, relevant research
studies, staff management experience, and
other park data sources. The planning team
considered many potential issues and related
indicators that would identify impacts of
concern, and those described in the table were
considered the most salient given the
importance and vulnerability of the resource
or visitor experience affected by visitor use.

The priority resource indicators selected for
the park are associated with the issues of
disturbance of viable fish populations, damage
to seagrass and coral reefs, impacts on
submerged and land-based cultural resources,
and visitor experience/use conflicts. The
conditions of these resources are already
being monitored in various forms, but the
indicators identified in the table will help park
staff track specific impacts on these resources
resulting from visitor use.

Impacts on viable fish populations from
fishing activities can include over harvesting,
violations of fishing regulations, and marine
debris. These types of impacts can have
substantial effects on the abundance and

Introduction

diversity of targeted fish species, and they can
also reduce the quality of fishing
opportunities. Visitor use impacts on seagrass
are mostly associated with anchor damage,
vessel groundings, and intentional vessel
beachings. These impacts can cause
substantial loss of seagrass, which is a critical
link in the proper functioning of the marine
ecosystem. Impacts on coral reefs, such as
broken, scoured, or displaced/stolen corals,
are often a result of snorkeling and scuba
diving activities, anchor damage, and vessel
groundings. These impacts can affect the
health of specific coral communities as well as
having more far-reaching effects on the
structure and diversity of coral species within
the park. These impacts can also diminish the
quality of snorkeling and scuba diving
opportunities.

Visitor use impacts on land-based cultural
resources include general wear on historic
structures and some occurrences of looting
and vandalism. Cultural resources are
nonrenewable, so harmful impacts must be
minimized to the extent possible. Submerged
cultural resources are affected by many of the
same issues as coral reefs in terms of
snorkeling and scuba diving activities, anchor
damage, vessel groundings, and theft/looting.
These impacts can disturb important features
of these resources as well as the protective
layers of natural material concretion on the
sites, both of which may cause a loss of site
integrity over time.

The priority social indicators selected for
Biscayne National Park are associated with the
issue of use conflicts. This includes both
water- and land-based concerns such as
crowding, noise, competition for sites/
facilities, and violations of regulations. The
visitor activities near the degraded seagrass
beds in the park are a focal area of concern
related to some of these issues. These
problems may affect visitors’ abilities to
experience high-quality recreational
opportunities and could also affect visitor
health and safety. Many of these concerns are
already tracked to some degree through law
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enforcement incident reports and recorded
visitor complaints.

Many of the problems just noted, such as
impacts on coral reefs and seagrass, are also
highly influenced by regional and worldwide
threats such as pollution, disease, and climate
change. Isolating visitor use impacts on these
resources is not easy and may seem less
important than these other serious threats.
However, managing visitor use impacts is still
essential given that water-based recreation is
increasingly popular in southeast Florida and
throughout the country, so protecting desired
conditions will only be more challenging in
the future. Further, there are visitor
management actions that can help minimize
these impacts and provide tangible resource
and social benefits (Sorice et al. 2007).

The standards selected for each indicator
were based on best professional management
judgment and the desired conditions, the
park’s baseline conditions for each indicator,
relevant park-specific and national research
studies, and NPS guidelines and standards.

The monitoring and management strategies
included in table 1 provide a general
description of the range of considerations for
future monitoring and visitor management
related to each indicator. The implementation
of any specific management actions that affect
visitor use will comply with the National
Environmental Policy Act, the National
Historic Preservation Act, and other relevant
laws, regulations, and policies.

The park would continue general monitoring
of use levels and patterns. In addition, the

park would monitor these user capacity
indicators. The rigor of monitoring the
indicators (e.g., frequency of monitoring
cycles, amount of geographic area monitored)
may vary considerably depending on how
close existing conditions are to the standards.
If the existing conditions are far from
exceeding the standard, the rigor of
monitoring may be less than if the existing
conditions are close to or trending toward the
standards.

In addition, the initial phases of monitoring
for the indicators/standards defined in table 1
would help park staff identify whether any
revisions are needed. The initial testing of the
indicators and standards would determine if
the indicators are accurately measuring the
conditions of concern and that the standards
truly represent the minimally acceptable
condition of the indicator. Park staff may
decide to modify the indicators or standards
and revise the monitoring program if better
ways are found to measure changes resulting
from visitor use. Most of these types of
changes should be made within the first
several years of initiating monitoring. After
this initial testing period of monitoring
indicators and standards, adjustments should
not occur unless there is a compelling reason.
Finally, if use levels and patterns change
appreciably, the park might need to initiate
additional monitoring of new indicators to
ensure that desired conditions are protected.
This iterative learning and refining process is
the strength of the NPS user capacity
management program because it can be
adapted and improved as knowledge
increases.
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Assigned Zone

TABLE 1. USER CAPACITY INDICATORS AND STANDARDS

User Capacity Indicators

User Capacity Standards

Related Monitoring
Strategies

User Capacity Indicators and Standards

Potential Management Strategies

Topic: Viable Fish Populations

Multiuse Zone (water)
Slow Speed Zone
Access-by-Permit Zone

Sensitive Underwater
Archeological Zone

Harvest of regulated fish
species

Abundance and density of
targeted fish species (those
fish that are specifically
sought such as species in the
snapper-grouper complex)

Fisher satisfaction rate

Harvest of regulated fish species is

within legal regulations no less
than 70% of the time

Abundance and density of

targeted fish species maintains
or exceeds baseline values when
GMP was implemented

The fisher satisfaction survey

indicates at least 70%
satisfaction

Periodic fish surveys and
harvest monitoring

Visitor satisfaction survey
guestions pertaining to fish

Survey of fisher satisfaction

Increased awareness of the fishing
education course

Greater enforcement of fishing
regulations

Greater efforts toward public
education and awareness regarding
fishing relations (e.qg., recruit
volunteers to assist; Spanish
language efforts)

Marine Reserve Zone

Average size of targeted fish
species
Species diversity

Abundance and density of
targeted fish species

Average size of targeted fish

species maintains or exceeds
baseline values when zone was
implemented

Species diversity maintains or

exceeds baseline values when
zone was implemented

Abundance and density of

targeted fish species maintains
or exceeds baseline values when
zone was implemented

Periodic fish surveys

Visitor satisfaction survey
guestions pertaining to fish

Greater enforcement of fishing
limitations

Greater efforts toward public
education and awareness (e.g.,
recruit volunteers to assist; Spanish
language efforts)

Proper marking of the marine reserve
zone
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CHAPTER 2: ALTERNATIVES, INCLUDING THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

Assigned Zone

TABLE 1. USER CAPACITY INDICATORS AND STANDARDS

User Capacity Indicators

User Capacity Standards

Related Monitoring
Strategies

Potential Management Strategies

Special Recreation Zone

Harvest of regulated fish
species

Abundance and density of
targeted fish species (those
fish that are specifically
sought such as species in the
snapper-grouper complex)

Species diversity

Fisher satisfaction rate

Harvest of regulated fish species is
within legal regulations no less
than 70% of the time

Average size of targeted fish
species maintains or exceeds
baseline values when zone was
implemented

Species diversity maintains or
exceeds baseline values when
zone was implemented

Abundance and density of
targeted fish species maintains
or exceeds baseline values when
zone was implemented

The fisher satisfaction survey
indicates at least 70%
satisfaction

Periodic fish surveys and
harvest monitoring

Visitor satisfaction survey
guestions pertaining to fish

Survey of fisher satisfaction

Increased awareness of the fishing
education course

Greater enforcement of fishing
regulations

Greater efforts toward public
education and awareness regarding
fishing relations (e.qg., recruit
volunteers to assist; Spanish
language efforts)

Proper marking of the special
recreation zone

Topic: Seagrass

Multiuse Zone (water)
Slow Speed Zone
Access-by-Permit Zone

Sensitive Underwater
Archeological Zone

Noncombustion Engine Use
Zone

Marine Reserve Zone

Special Recreation Zone

Average number of new
groundings per year
Areal extent of seagrass beds

Average number of new
groundings per year in seagrass
beds does not exceed baseline
values when zone was
implemented

Areal extent of seagrass beds
maintains or exceeds baseline
values when zone was
implemented

Assess damage from reported
and unreported groundings
Look for unreported grounding
sites

Monitor restored sites

Monitor visitor use (e.g., trailer
counts, registered boater
statistics, etc.)

Better marking of shallows

Greater efforts toward public
education and awareness (e.g.,
recruit volunteers to assist; Spanish
language efforts; participate in
marine fairs)

Greater enforcement of violations and
increased ranger response to
groundings

Monitor natural recovery

Active restoration and monitoring (bird
stakes, substrate restoration, seagrass
transplanting)
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Assigned Zone

User Capacity Indicators and Standards

TABLE 1. USER CAPACITY INDICATORS AND STANDARDS

User Capacity Indicators

User Capacity Standards

Related Monitoring
Strategies

Potential Management Strategies

Topic: Coral Reefs

Multiuse Zone (water)

Sensitive Underwater
Archeological Zone

Marine Reserve Zone
Special Recreation Zone
Note: There are no coral

reefs in the other water-
based zones

Number of new reported and
unreported reef groundings
per year

Areal extent of new reef
groundings per year

Fishing debris volume and
coverage on coral reefs,
seagrass beds, and
submerged archeological
sites

Number of new reported and
unreported reef groundings per
year does not exceed baseline
values when zone was
implemented

Areal extent of new reef
groundings per year does not
exceed baseline values when
zone was implemented

Fishing debris volume and/or
coverage does not exceed
baseline values when zone is
implemented

Damage assessment of
groundings

Visitor satisfaction survey
guestions pertaining to reef
health

Overflights to do boat counts

Periodic assessments of fishing
debris (e.g., during visual fish
surveys)

Installation of mooring buoys

Greater efforts toward public
education and awareness (e.g.,
recruit volunteers to assist; Spanish
language efforts)

Reef restoration techniques as outlined
in the park’s Coral Reef Restoration
Programmatic Environmental Impact
Statement (in progress)

Volunteer clean-up events for marine
debris

Marine debris removal as mitigation
(e.g., derelict trap removal)

Marine Reserve Zone

Special Recreation Zone

Visitor damage at sites within
1,000 feet of mooring buoys
(damage includes broken
coral, garbage associated
with divers and snorkelers,
and damage to submerged
cultural resources)

No more than 5% increase in
broken coral or garbage relative
to initial assessment when
mooring buoy was first installed

Periodic monitoring by park
staff and volunteer
observations of selected sites

Greater efforts toward public
education and awareness (e.g.,
recruit volunteers to assist; Spanish
language efforts)

Enforcement of violations and
increased ranger presence

Relocate and phase in mooring buoys
to allow active or passive restoration
of corals

Add mooring buoys to displace or
diffuse impacts
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CHAPTER 2: ALTERNATIVES, INCLUDING THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

Assigned Zone

TABLE 1. USER CAPACITY INDICATORS AND STANDARDS

User Capacity Indicators

User Capacity Standards

Related Monitoring
Strategies

Potential Management Strategies

Topic: Cultural Resources

Multiuse Zone (land)

Visitor Services / Park
Administration Zone

Change in facility condition as
a result of visitor use (using
the Facility Condition Index)

Evidence of missing historical
artifacts, defacement, or
damage

No more than a Facility Condition
Index change of 1% from
established baseline of all
structures when GMP was
implemented

No missing historical artifacts,
defacement, or damage

Annual condition assessments
and regular inspections by
maintenance personnel with
work orders created to track
deferred maintenance

Greater efforts toward public
education and awareness regarding
resource sensitivities and the need for
appropriate behaviors

Enforcement of violations and
increased ranger presence

Modify regulations to reduce visitor
conflicts

Multiuse Zone (water)
Nature Observation Zone

Sensitive Underwater
Archeological Zone

Special Recreation Zone

Number of shipwreck cleanups
required to maintain sites

Percent increase in the debris
field as a result of visitor use

Evidence of missing historical
artifacts, defacement, or
damage

No more than two cleanups per
assessment period

No more than a 5% increase in
the debris field relative to the
annual assessment when the
GMP was implemented

No missing archeological artifacts,
defacement, or damage

No damage to submerged cultural
resources

Regular monitoring by annual
condition assessments

Periodic monitoring by park
staff and volunteer
observations of selected sites

Reinspection after storms to
start new baseline for
reference of visitor impact

Greater efforts toward public
education to encourage voluntary
redistribution of use

Enforcement of violations and
increased ranger presence

Regulate use levels and patterns (e.g.,
institute a permitting or reservation
system, limit group sizes)

Document submerged cultural
resources and consult with state
historic preservation office

Multiuse Zone (land)
Nature Observation Zone

Special Recreation Zone

Percent increase in the debris
field as a result of visitor use

Evidence of missing historical

artifacts, defacement, or
damage

No more than a 5% increase of
the debris field relative to the
annual assessment when the
GMP was implemented

No missing archeological artifacts,
defacement, or damage

Regular monitoring by annual
condition assessments

Periodic monitoring by park
staff and volunteer
observations of selected sites

Reinspection after storms to
start new baseline for
reference of visitor impact

Greater efforts toward public
education and awareness regarding
resource sensitivities and the need for
appropriate behaviors

Enforcement of violations and
increased ranger presence

Regulate use levels and patterns (e.g.,
institute a permitting system,
designate single-use permits)

Site closure as necessary to protect
resources
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Assigned Zone

User Capacity Indicators and Standards

TABLE 1. USER CAPACITY INDICATORS AND STANDARDS

User Capacity Indicators

User Capacity Standards

Related Monitoring
Strategies

Potential Management Strategies

Marine Reserve

Special Recreation Zone

Visitor damage at sites within
1,000 feet of mooring buoys
(damage includes broken
coral, garbage associated
with divers and snorkelers,
damaged submerged
cultural resources)

No more than 5% increase in
broken coral or garbage relative
to initial assessment when
mooring buoy was first installed,;
no damage to submerged
cultural resources

Periodic monitoring by park
staff and volunteer
observations of selected sites

Greater efforts toward public
education and awareness (e.g.,
recruit volunteers to assist; Spanish
language efforts)

Enforcement of violations and
increased ranger presence

Relocate mooring buoys to allow active
or passive restoration of corals

Add mooring buoys to displace or
diffuse impacts

Document submerged cultural
resources and consult with state
historic preservation office

Topic: Visitor Experience/Use Conflicts

All zones

Number of incidents of user
conflicts requiring law
enforcement attention or
intervention resulting in a
case incident report /
warning / citation

No more than five law
enforcement incidents per day
and an average of two per day
on an annual basis

Continue existing tracking of
case incidents

Greater efforts toward public
education and awareness regarding
visitor use etiquette and park
regulations

Greater enforcement of existing visitor
use regulations and increased ranger
presence

Modify regulation as necessary to
reduce visitor conflicts

Visitor Services / Park
Administration Zone

Number of times visitor center
parking lot has exceeded its
physical capacity

Allowable once a month or during
special events

Regular monitoring by park
staff at the entrance gate

Greater efforts toward public
education to encourage voluntary
redistribution of use

Explore ways to increase parking lot
capacity through striping and parking
time limitations

Encourage carpooling to site via press
releases/website

Develop overflow parking area and use
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CHAPTER 2: ALTERNATIVES, INCLUDING THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

Assigned Zone

TABLE 1. USER CAPACITY INDICATORS AND STANDARDS

User Capacity Indicators

User Capacity Standards

Related Monitoring
Strategies

Potential Management Strategies

when needed

Develop and use alternative parking
areas (e.g., adjacent to the park)

Visitor Services / Park
Administration Zone

In the Boca Chita boat basin
and the Elliott Key docks,
number of times improper
mooring occurs as a result of
island marinas reaching
capacity

No tolerance per Superintendent’s
Compendium

Periodic monitoring by park
staff and volunteer
observations of selected sites

Greater efforts toward public
education to encourage voluntary
redistribution of use

Greater efforts toward public
education regarding pertinent park
regulations

Greater enforcement of existing visitor
use regulations

Increased number of signs and
information related to proper
mooring locations and regulations

Visitor Services / Park
Administration Zone

Number of times group
camping exceeds limits

No more than once per month

Periodic monitoring by park
staff and volunteer
observations of selected sites

Greater efforts toward public
education to encourage voluntary
redistribution of use

Greater enforcement of existing visitor
use regulations and increased ranger
presence

Visitor Services / Park
Administration Zone

Number of times individual
campsites are observed
outside of the designated
camping area

No more than once per week

Periodic monitoring by park
staff and volunteer
observations of selected sites

Greater efforts toward public
education to encourage voluntary
redistribution of use

Greater efforts toward public
education on camping policies

Better delineation of existing campsites

Greater enforcement of existing visitor
use regulations and increased ranger
presence
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User Capacity Indicators and Standards

TABLE 1. USER CAPACITY INDICATORS AND STANDARDS

Related Monitoring

Assigned Zone User Capacity Indicators User Capacity Standards

Potential Management Strategies

Strategies
All areas with mooring Number of complaints No more than 10 complaints per | Continue existing tracking of Greater efforts toward public
buoys received that mooring buoy day complaints education to encourage voluntary
capacity is met and boats are redistribution of use
unable to moor in their Change the number and location of
desired location mooring buoys consistent with the

Mooring Buoy and Marker Plan
Greater enforcement of existing visitor
use regulations
Implement adaptive management

strategies from the Mooring Buoy
and Marker Plan
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CHAPTER 2: ALTERNATIVES, INCLUDING THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

IDENTIFICATION OF THE FINAL NPS
PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

The full range of alternatives was developed
from a number of different perspectives. This
included comments received on the
alternatives newsletter and during public
scoping meetings and workshops, public and
agency comments received on the 2011 Draft
Plan, 2013 Supplemental Plan, and 2014 public
workshops, cost estimates, analysis of
potential impacts.

With these and other elements in mind, the
National Park Service drafted the preferred
alternative (alternative 8—the final NPS
preferred alternative—a hybrid of alternatives
4 and 6), which balances resource protection,
visitor experience, and interagency
collaboration. Alternative 8 replaces the
former agency preferred alternative 4 from the
2011 Draft Plan and alternative 6 from the
2013 Supplemental Plan.

The final NPS preferred alternative and the
environmentally preferable alternative are not
synonymous.
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MANAGEMENT ZONES

The building blocks for reaching an approved
plan for managing a national park system unit
are the management zones and the
alternatives. Both are developed within the
scope of the park’s purpose, significance,
mandates, and legislation.

All lands within the park’s legislated boundary
are zoned regardless of whether or not the
lands are currently owned in fee-simple title
by the National Park Service. For lands not
currently owned, zoning provides direction
for future management should such lands be
acquired.

Management zoning is a set of descriptions
for desired conditions of park resources and
visitor experiences in different areas of the
park. The management zone descriptions
identify the widest range of potential,
appropriate resource conditions, visitor
experiences, and facilities for the park in that
area.

Each of the alternatives has an overall
management concept and a description of
how different areas of the park would be
managed (management zones and related
actions). The action alternatives represent
different ways to apply the management zones
to the park.

Zones were initially developed in an
interdisciplinary workshop. Existing
conditions were analyzed. Where existing
management directions were determined to
be appropriate for protecting park resources
and providing for visitor enjoyment, zones
were used to refine and formalize those
management prescriptions. For example,
existing slow speed zones are planned for
areas where there are visitor safety concerns
or to protect manatees along the park’s
western shore.

These alternatives embody the range of park
operations the public and the National Park
Service want to see approved regarding
natural resource conditions, cultural resource
conditions, visitor use and experience, park
operations, and the socioeconomic
environment.

Zoning schemes also considered current and
future needs for resource protection. Sensitive
resources, such as state and federally listed
species and cultural resources, were carefully
analyzed to determine what management
prescription would best protect those
resources for the long term. A deliberate effort
was made to create management zones that
are consistent with approved conservation
plans (e.g., Dade County Manatee Protection
Plan [1996] and A Species Action Plan for Six
Imperiled Wading Birds [2013]). Best available
science was used to inform zoning decisions
so that the resources of Biscayne National
Park are managed in the context of a larger
landscape so that NPS efforts contribute to
interagency landscape-scale resource
conservation goals.

Zoning was then considered in relation to
visitor experience, visitor use, and visitor
conflicts. Where possible, zoning was applied
to minimize visitor conflicts and to separate
inherently incompatible uses.

Zoning names used by other agencies in the
vicinity of the park were also considered for
use in this general management plan. The
names and descriptions ultimately used in this
plan are consistent with NPS policy and
direction regarding zoning.

The management zones were first presented
to the public in Biscayne National Park
General Management Plan Newsletter 3 and
were modified in response to public and
agency comments.
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CHAPTER 2: ALTERNATIVES, INCLUDING THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

There were 10 management zones in the 2011 Environmental Impact Statement includes the
Draft Plan. A new zone (the special recreation same 11 management zones presented in the
zone) was included in the 2013 Supplemental 2013 Supplemental Plan and a new

Plan as part of alternative 6 and alternative 7. management zone: “Idle Speed Zone (no
This Final General Management Plan / wake)” pertaining to alternative 8.
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Marine Reserve Zone
(Alternatives 3, 4, 5, and 8)

TABLE 2. BISCAYNE NATIONAL PARK MANAGEMENT ZONES

Resource Condition

The marine reserve zone would provide a high
level of protection from direct human-caused
impacts for water-based ecosystems, habitats, and
processes while allowing visitors to experience the
zone. Natural processes occur with negligible
disturbance from human use. This zone would
protect natural resources such as marine nursery
areas and coral reefs.

The marine reserve zone would provide the
opportunity to compare the resource status of an
area with no extractive uses to other areas
allowing removal of resources.

1. Natural processes would predominate.

2. Resource impacts would be reduced
significantly.

3. Most lasting signs of human use would not
be apparent. Evidence of human impact
would be restricted to cultural resources such
as historic shipwrecks.

4. Intervention and restoration could occur to
mitigate and stabilize human-caused
disruption or for resource management
purposes. Otherwise alterations to natural
resources would not occur.

5. The significance and vulnerability of cultural
resources would be evaluated, and
appropriate management actions would be
determined.

Visitor Experience

Visitors would be immersed in nature with opportunities to
experience natural sounds, tranquility, solitude, and
closeness to nature. Visitors would have opportunities to
observe and learn about the differences and benefits to
resources of a nonextractive use area compared to areas
allowing removal of resources Research activities would
continue to be allowed under the NPS permit process or by
the National Park Service, consistent with all park areas.

1. Appropriate visitor activities could include boating,
sightseeing, nature-watching, mooring, swimming,
snorkeling, and scuba diving. Commercial and
recreational fishing would not be allowed, except for
lionfish harvest. Anchoring would not be allowed.

2. Visitors would be self-reliant and have maximum
opportunities to experience a sense of discovery and
adventure. Application of outdoor skills would be
essential.

3. Interaction with nature would predominate, with only
occasional encounters with others. There would be a
sense of relative remoteness. The sights and sounds of
nature would be more prevalent than those of human
activities. Visitor activities would be mostly self-directed
and have negligible resource impacts.

4. Special events, with the exception of cleanup events or
citizen science, would generally not be allowed.

5. Visitors would benefit from research by learning about
protected resources.

6. Limited commercial services that provide appropriate
visitor recreational activities might be allowed if
compatible with resource protection goals and desired
visitor experience.

Management Zones

Management Actions and Facilities

Management actions would focus on the
preservation and protection of water-based
ecosystems, habitats, and processes. Appropriate
management actions could include

1. determining types and levels of use considering
the desired visitor experience and the
vulnerability of resources to impacts

2. intervening and restoring natural resources to
mitigate and stabilize human-caused disruption

3. conducting research aimed at monitoring
resource conditions and understanding natural
processes

4. prioritizing, overseeing, and managing
research projects

5. taking measures to prevent human-caused
impacts

6. defining additional compatible uses

Facilities generally would not be appropriate, except

when determined they would enhance resource

protection or public safety. Facilities could include

1. signs, mooring buoys, and navigational aids

2. research equipment—if installed, research
apparatus would be minimal and unobtrusive;
if research could be accomplished in another
management zone, it would not occur in the
marine reserve zone
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TABLE 2. BISCAYNE NATIONAL PARK MANAGEMENT ZONES

Resource Condition

Visitor Experience

Management Actions and Facilities

Visitor Services / Park Administration Zone

(All Alternatives)

This zone would provide for a high level of visitor

activity and administrative operations. The zone

would be modified for visitor access and park

operations in a way that aesthetically blends with

the natural and cultural environment.

1. Elements of the natural and cultural
environment would remain.

2. Sights and sounds of human activity would
frequently supplant the sights and sounds of
nature.

3. There would be tolerance for some resource
impacts to accommodate visitor services and
park operations.

4. New development of park administrative
facilities would occur only on previously
disturbed sites. Some development for visitor
access and activities might occur. The zone
would not be near sensitive natural or
cultural resources if such resources could not
be adequately protected.

5. The significance and vulnerability of cultural
resources would be evaluated, and
appropriate management actions would be
determined. Cultural resources might be
stabilized and hardened (protecting
archeological values from illegal artifact
removal or other destructive activities) to
permit visitor access or considered for
adaptive reuse.

Visitors would have opportunities to receive orientation and
information, interact with park staff, and experience and
learn about park resources.

1.

10.

Appropriate visitor activities could include sightseeing,
walking, swimming, recreational fishing, boating,
camping, participating in educational activities, and
interacting with resources.

Visitors would see native flora and fauna and might
see cultural resources.

Interpretive and educational opportunities would be
greatest in this zone. Visitor activities might be self-
directed and/or visitors might use interpretive services
to plan their activities. Visitor education could be self-
directed or structured.

Interpretive services would be offered in multiple
languages.

Special events could be allowed in this zone with
appropriate permits.

The probability of encountering others would be
high. Visitors would experience a modified
environment that accommodates high levels of use
and minimizes further resource impacts.

Facilities and services would enhance opportunities to
experience and understand park resources and provide
an orientation to the park.

Visitor activities might be highly regulated to preserve
elements of the natural and cultural environment,
allow access to cultural resources, prevent visitor
conflicts, and enhance public safety.

Vessel type, size, and speed might be regulated to
enhance resource protection and preserve the desired
visitor experience.

Commercial visitor services and facilities would be
appropriate in this zone.

Management actions would focus on managing the
higher levels of visitor use within the zone and
providing administrative services. Management actions
could include

1. administering daily parkwide operations
providing maintenance activities

providing interpretive and enforcement services
providing emergency services

implementing resource stewardship
prioritizing, overseeing, and managing research
projects

defining additional compatible uses

limiting public access to certain parts of this zone
(housing, maintenance, and administration)

9. regulating visitor activities and vessel type, size,
and speed

authorizing commercial services
10. managing fishing activities

o U A WN
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Facilities would be appropriate in size and scale,
blending with the natural and cultural landscape.
Extent, size, and layout would be the minimum needed
to accommodate the intended purposes. Existing and
new visitor facilities or improvements would be
analyzed for ongoing need, usefulness, and impacts on
resources. New administrative facilities could be located
outside park boundaries.

1. Appropriate visitor facilities could include
visitor centers, kiosks, wayside exhibits,
educational spaces, observation boardwalks,
roads, parking areas, docks, restrooms,
picnic areas, campgrounds, navigational
aids, mooring buoys and trails improved and
maintained as necessary for universal
accessibility.

2. Appropriate park administrative facilities
could include maintenance, storage, offices,
and staff housing.
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Dredged Navigation Channels Zone

(All Alternatives)

TABLE 2. BISCAYNE NATIONAL PARK MANAGEMENT ZONES

Resource Condition

The purpose of this zone is to allow transportation
routes for vessels in existing channels including
the Intracoastal Waterway and the Black Point,
Homestead Bayfront, and Turkey Point Channels.

1. Natural conditions and processes could be
impacted by transportation use of the zone.

2. Unnatural sounds might be prevalent.

3. Resources within the dredged navigation
channels would continue to be impacted by
activities that maintain existing channels.
Within the channels, some impacts on
natural conditions would be tolerated.
Impacts on resources outside the channels
would be kept to an absolute minimum.

4. There could be a high level of human use
and activity.

5. The existing depth, size, shape, location, and
alignment of navigational channels would
not be expanded, and no new channels
would be created. Channels would not
exceed the following existing depths within
the park:

Intracoastal Waterway: 7 feet

Black Point Channel: 4.5 feet
Homestead Bayfront Channel: 4.5 feet
Turkey Point Channel: 7.5 feet

6. Channels would be marked with signs and
navigational aids to protect resources and
enhance public safety.

7. The significance and vulnerability of cultural
resources would be evaluated, and
appropriate management actions would be
determined.

Visitor Experience

The visitor experience would involve moving along a
marked navigational channel by water vessel and would be
perceived as linear or sequential in nature.

1.

Appropriate activities would be the use of channels for
traveling through the park and/or gaining access to
other park areas.

Visitor activity would be self-directed travel through or
within the park at varying speeds.

Opportunities for discovery, challenge, and adventure
could be low. Visitors would need to be self-reliant and
possess navigational skills.

Visitors would benefit from learning about this zone
and how to navigate safely within it.

Special events would not generally be allowed in this
zone.

There could be a high probability of encountering
other people in this zone. Visitors could expect to hear
human-caused sounds.

Because of congested vessel traffic at times, conditions
in the navigational channels could be dangerous.
Visitors might encounter commercial ships and would
need to exercise caution. Visitors would navigate
through a well-marked channel of a specified depth.
Use could be intensively managed and regulated to
ensure safe passage and resource protection.

Vessel size would generally not be regulated, except by
conditions of the channel. Speed of vessels in the
Intracoastal Waterway would be at a pace that is
appropriate to conditions and skill levels.

Commercial traffic could be allowed in this zone
without the requirement of a permit.

Management Zones

Management Actions and Facilities

Management activities would focus on resource
protection and navigational aids to facilitate safe
travel through and within the park. Appropriate
management actions could include

1. regulating visitor activities

2. providing law enforcement services
3. monitoring resource impacts
4

managing these zones for transportation and
public safety (there might be overlapping
jurisdiction with other agencies; coordination
and cooperation with other agencies would
occur)

5. taking measures to prevent human-caused
impacts

6. In most cases, other agencies are responsible
for the dredging of these channels through
existing agreements or commitments;
therefore, implementation of this GMP would
not affect those agreements (proposed
dredging would need a site-specific
environmental study and NPS approval)

Facilities appropriate in these zones would include
navigational aids and signs for resource protection
and enhancing visitor safety.
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CHAPTER 2: ALTERNATIVES, INCLUDING THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

Multiuse Zone (Land and Water)

(Alternatives 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8)

TABLE 2. BISCAYNE NATIONAL PARK MANAGEMENT ZONES

Resource Condition

This zone would provide opportunities for visitors
to recreate in natural or cultural settings. Natural
and cultural scenes would remain largely intact.

1.

Natural conditions and processes would
predominate. The environment might be
adapted for human use.

Sounds and sights of human activity might
be apparent.

There would be tolerance for minimal
resource impacts.

Additions to the landscape, including signs,
buoys, and markers, might be used to
enhance visitor experience and public safety
and to protect resources.

The significance and vulnerability of cultural
resources would be evaluated, and
appropriate management actions would be
determined. To permit visitor access, cultural
resources might be stabilized and hardened
(protecting archeological values from
unauthorized artifact removal or other
destructive activities).

Visitor Experience

Visitors would experience a natural or cultural setting,
whether they are on the water, under the water, or on
land. Providing opportunities for people to interact with the
resources in this zone would be important. Visitor use of
this zone would be resource-based recreation and
education that is consistent with park purpose and
significance.

1.

Appropriate visitor activities could include sightseeing,
boating, scuba diving, snorkeling, swimming, fishing
(potentially with limitations on commercial fishing),
nature-watching, hiking, picnicking, camping, and
visiting cultural resources.

There would be opportunities for challenge, adventure,
and discovery. Visitors might need to use outdoor skills
and be self-reliant.

Visitor activities might be self-directed, or visitors might
use interpretive services to plan their activities.

Special events could be allowed in this zone with the
appropriate permit.

The probability of seeing or encountering others would
range from low to moderate most of the time.
Occasional special events might result in high levels of
visitor encounters for short periods.

Visitor activities might be limited to protect resources
and enhance public safety. Limitations might be short
or long term.

Vessel type, size, and speed could be regulated to
enhance resource protection and public safety and
preserve the desired visitor experience.

Management Actions and Facilities

Management actions would focus on enhancing
visitor experience and safety, protecting resources,
minimizing impacts from visitor and commercial
use, and restoring disturbed areas. Appropriate
management actions could include

1.

9.
10.
11.

determining types and levels of use by
considering the desired visitor experience and
resource vulnerability to impact

managing access based on the determined
user capacity

inventorying and monitoring resources
providing interpretation and enforcement
services

conducting research and restoring and
stabilizing resources

minimizing and mitigating impacts from visitor
and commercial use

defining additional compatible uses

managing fishing in consultation with the state
and in accordance with the Fishery
Management Plan

developing permit systems for various activities
regulating vessel type, size, and speed
managing recreational and commercial fishing

Facilities in this zone would be small, unobtrusive,
and dispersed. Facilities would provide basic visitor
services, enhance visitor safety, and be compatible
with resource protection goals. Facilities could

include

1. primitive trails

2. signs, mooring buoys, and navigation markers
3. interpretive exhibits

4. restrooms, primitive camping, and picnicking

sites
research equipment
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TABLE 2. BISCAYNE NATIONAL PARK MANAGEMENT ZONES

Resource Condition

The preservation of shallow water habitats,

restoration of degraded and impacted

resources, and continuation of natural

processes would be resource goals in this zone.

1. Protection and continuation of natural
processes.

2. Minor impact to panoramic viewsheds.

3. There would be tolerance for minor
resource impacts, including noise levels.

4. Evidence of human impact would be
minimal or part of a cultural scene.

5. The significance and vulnerability of
cultural resources would be evaluated, and
appropriate management actions would
be determined.

Visitor Experience

Visitors would have opportunities to experience nature.

1.

Appropriate visitor activities would include boating
(motorized or nonmotorized), sightseeing, fishing
(potentially with limitations on commercial fishing),
swimming, snorkeling, scuba diving, and nature
observation.

Boats with motors could be used when propelled at
slow (minimum wake) speeds to reduce user
conflicts and ensure visitor safety.

Visitor activities would be mostly self-directed and
have minor resource impacts.

Limited commercial services might provide
appropriate visitor recreational activities if
compatible with resource protection goals and
desired visitor experience.

Management Zones

Management Actions and Facilities

Management actions would focus on protecting

visitors and water-based resources, restoring

disturbed areas, minimizing impacts from visitor

use, and reducing conflicts among different

types of users. Appropriate management actions

could include

1. determining types of use (user capacity)
considering the desired visitor experience
and the vulnerability of resources to impacts

2. inventorying and monitoring resources

3. providing interpretation and enforcement
services

4. conducting research and restoring and
stabilizing resources

5. taking measures to prevent human-caused
impacts

6. defining additional compatible uses

Facilities generally would not be appropriate,

except when determined they would enhance

resource protection or public safety. Facilities

could include

1. signs and other navigational aids

2. research and monitoring apparatus that is
minimal and unobtrusive

3. mooring buoys and informational markers
such as hazard markers
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CHAPTER 2: ALTERNATIVES, INCLUDING THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

TABLE 2. BISCAYNE NATIONAL PARK MANAGEMENT ZONES

Resource Condition

Visitor Experience

Management Actions and Facilities

The preservation of natural sounds, near-shore
nursery areas and shallow water habitats,
restoration of degraded and impacted resources,
and continuation of natural processes would be
the dominant resource goals in this zone.

1. Natural processes would predominate.

2. Natural sounds, sights, and vistas would
prevail. Panoramic viewsheds would remain
unaltered.

3. There would be tolerance for minor resource
impacts.

4.  Evidence of human impact would be minimal
or part of a cultural scene.

5. Human-caused intrusions, including visual
obstructions, would be kept to an absolute
minimum, except for resource protection and
visitor safety purposes.

6. The significance and vulnerability of cultural
resources would be evaluated, and
appropriate management actions would be
determined.

Visitors would be immersed in nature with opportunities to
experience natural sounds, tranquility, and closeness to
nature.

1. Appropriate visitor activities could include
noncombustion engine boating (paddling, poling, or
trolling), sightseeing, fishing (potentially with
limitations on commercial fishing), swimming,
snorkeling, scuba diving, and nature observation.

2. Boats equipped with combustion engines could be
used when propelled by push-pole or electric trolling
motor, with outboard engine tilted up.

3. Visitors would be self-reliant and have maximum
opportunities to experience a sense of discovery and
adventure. Application of outdoor skills would be
essential.

4. The sights and sounds of nature would be more
prevalent than those of human activities. Visitor
activities would be mostly self-directed and have minor
resource impacts.

5. There would be some opportunities for interpretive
activities.

6. Special events would not be allowed.

7. Visitor activities in these zones could be limited in the
interest of protecting resources and enhancing public
safety. Limitations might be short or long term.

8. Use of combustion engines would generally not be
allowed. However, in designated areas (between 3 feet
to 5 feet in depth), the use of combustion engines
would be allowed at slow speeds in channels.

9. Limited commercial services might provide appropriate
visitor recreational activities if compatible with resource
protection goals and desired visitor experience.

Management actions would focus on protecting

water-based resources, restoring disturbed areas,

minimizing impacts from visitor use, and providing

visitors with educational opportunities that

encourage resource protection. Appropriate

management actions could include

1. inventorying and monitoring resources

2. determining types and levels of use considering
the desired visitor experience and the
vulnerability of the resources to impacts

3. providing interpretation and enforcement
services

4. conducting research and restoring and
stabilizing resources

5. taking measures to prevent human-caused
impacts

6. defining additional compatible uses

7. developing a permit system for various
activities

8. managing recreational and commercial fishing

Facilities generally would not be appropriate, except

when determined that they would enhance

resource protection or public safety. Facilities could

include

1. signs and other navigational aids

2. research equipment—if installed, research
apparatus would be minimal and unobtrusive;
if research could be accomplished in another
management zone, it would not occur in this
zone

3. mooring buoys
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Access-by-Permit Zone
(Alternatives 3 and 5)

TABLE 2. BISCAYNE NATIONAL PARK MANAGEMENT ZONES

Resource Condition

The access-by-permit zone would provide
opportunities for visitors to recreate in natural or
cultural settings where natural processes occur
with minor evidence of disturbance from human
use. The zone would provide protection for
resources such as fish nursery areas and coral
reefs.

1. Natural processes would predominate. This
management zone would perpetuate a full
complement of native species.

2. Natural sounds, sights, and vistas would
prevail.

3. There would be tolerance for minor resource
impacts.

4.  Evidence of human impact would be minimal
or part of a cultural scene.

5. Human-caused intrusions, including visual
obstructions, would be kept to an absolute
minimum, except for resource protection and
visitor safety purposes.

6. The significance and vulnerability of cultural
resources would be evaluated, and
appropriate management actions would be
determined.

Visitor Experience

Visitors would be immersed in nature. Visitor activities and
access to these zones would be managed through a permit
system to provide visitors with opportunities to experience
natural sounds, tranquility, closeness to nature, and a sense
of relative remoteness. Limited numbers of visitors would
enjoy a full range of resource-based recreational
opportunities.

1. Appropriate activities could include sightseeing,
boating, swimming, snorkeling, scuba diving, and
fishing.

2. Visitor activities would usually be self-directed, which
would require self-reliance and provide maximum
opportunities to experience a sense of discovery and
adventure. Application of outdoor skills would be
essential.

3. Visitors would receive orientation and information,
interact with park staff and experience and learn about
park resources before and after entering the park.
Interpretive and educational opportunities would
enable visitors to plan their trip into the park in
advance through the permitting system.

Special events would not be allowed.

5. The probability of encountering others would be low.
There would only be occasional encounters with others
outside of one’s social group.

6. Vessel type, size, and speed might be regulated to
enhance resource protection and preserve the desired
visitor experience.

7. Visitor activities could be structured through the use of
commercial services with groups of limited size.

Management Zones

Management Actions and Facilities

Management actions would focus on protecting
resources, ensuring visitors have an uncrowded
experience, minimizing impacts from visitor use, and
providing visitors with educational opportunities
that encourage resource protection. Appropriate
management actions could include

1. determining types and levels of use considering
the desired visitor experience and the
vulnerability of resources to impacts

2. managing and limiting access through a permit
system

3. providing interpretation and enforcement
services

4. taking measures to prevent human-caused
impacts

5. regulating visitor activities and vessel type, size,
and speed

6. authorizing commercial services

7. conducting research and monitoring resource
conditions; restoring and stabilizing resources

8. managing recreational and commercial fishing

Facilities generally would not be appropriate, except

when determined they would enhance resource

protection or public safety. Facilities could include

1. signs and other navigational aids

2. limited mooring buoys

3. primitive trails

4. research equipment—If installed, research
apparatus would be minimal and unobtrusive;
if research could be accomplished in another
management zone, it would not occur in the
access-by-permit zone
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CHAPTER 2: ALTERNATIVES, INCLUDING THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

Nature Observation Zone
(Alternatives 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8)

TABLE 2. BISCAYNE NATIONAL PARK MANAGEMENT ZONES

Resource Condition

The preservation of natural and cultural
resources, restoration of degraded and
impacted resources, and continuation of
natural processes would be the dominant goals
in this zone. The nature observation zone
would provide a sustainable ecosystem,
including fully functioning communities, with
natural complexity structure, and diversity of
organisms.

1. Natural processes would predominate.
Nature observation areas would preserve
and/or restore a full complement of native
species.

2. Natural sounds, sights, and vistas would
prevail. Panoramic viewsheds would
remain unaltered.

3.  There would be tolerance for minor
resource impacts.

4. Evidence of human impact would be
minimal or part of a cultural scene.

5. Human-caused intrusions, including visual
obstructions, would be kept to an absolute
minimum, except for resource protection
and visitor safety purposes.

6. The significance and vulnerability of
cultural resources would be evaluated, and
appropriate management actions would
be determined.

Visitor Experience

Visitors would be immersed in nature with opportunities
to experience natural sounds, tranquility, solitude, and
closeness to nature. Visitors would have opportunities to
experience and gain in-depth knowledge about
sustainable ecosystems with fully functioning
interdependent communities of organisms.

1. Appropriate visitor activities could include
sightseeing, nature observation, and fishing.

2. Visitors would be self-reliant and have maximum
opportunities to experience a sense of discovery
and adventure. Application of outdoor skills would
be essential.

3. Interaction with nature would predominate, with
only occasional encounters with others. There
would be a sense of relative remoteness. The sights
and sounds of nature would be more prevalent
than those of human activities. Visitor activities
would be mostly self-directed and have minor
resource impacts.

4. There would be opportunities for interpretive
activities emphasizing sustainable ecosystems.

5. Special events would not be allowed.

6. Visitor activities in these zones could be limited in
the interest of protecting resources and enhancing
public safety. Limitations might be short or long
term.

7. Limited commercial services that provide
appropriate visitor recreational activities might be
appropriate if compatible with resource protection
goals and desired visitor experience.

Management Actions and Facilities

Management actions would focus on protecting
resources, restoring disturbed areas, minimizing
impacts from visitor use, and providing visitors
with opportunities that encourage understanding
of the natural functioning of resources within a
sustainable ecosystem. Appropriate management
actions could include

1. determining types and levels of use
considering the desired visitor experience
and the vulnerability of resources to impacts

2. intense inventorying and monitoring of
resources

3. providing interpretation and enforcement
services

4. conducting research and restoring and
stabilizing resources

5. taking measures to prevent human-caused
impacts

6. defining additional compatible uses

7. developing permit systems for various
activities

Facilities generally would not be appropriate,
except when determined that they would
enhance resource protection or public safety.
Facilities could include
1. signs and other navigational aids
2. primitive trails
3. research equipment—if installed,
research apparatus would be minimal
and unobtrusive; If research could be
accomplished in another management
zone, it would not occur in the nature
observation zone
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TABLE 2. BISCAYNE NATIONAL PARK MANAGEMENT ZONES

Resource Condition

Natural Resources:

The sensitive resource zone would provide complete
protection for exceptional and critical ecosystems,
habitats, and processes and for sensitive nesting and
nursery areas. Natural processes occur with negligible
disturbance from human use. This zone would be
closed to visitor access to permit natural processes to
proceed. Research or actions aimed at monitoring
natural conditions could occur.

1. Natural processes would predominate.

2. Natural land, sea, and soundscapes would
predominate within the zone.

3. There would be no tolerance for resource impacts.

4. Lasting signs of human use would not be
apparent.

5. Intervention and restoration could occur to
mitigate and stabilize human-caused destruction.
Otherwise, alterations to natural resources would not
occur.

6. The significance and vulnerability of natural
resources would be evaluated, and appropriate
management actions would be determined.

Cultural Resources:

The sensitive resource zone would provide complete
protection for exceptional and sensitive cultural sites
and landscapes. This zone would be closed to visitor
access to protect site integrity. Research activities
could occur.

1. Natural land, sea, and soundscapes would be
maintained as much as possible.

2. Cultural resource degradation would not be
tolerated. Intervention of natural processes might
occur to protect cultural site integrity.

3. Evidence of historic human use that contributes to
the site's cultural value would be apparent.

4. Preservation and stabilization actions might occur.

Visitor Experience

Natural Resources:

Sensitive resource zones would not be managed for visitor
access, and use would be highly restricted.

1. Visitors would not be allowed into the zone. Research
activities might be allowed under a permit.

2. Researchers and other cooperating personnel might enter
the zone for authorized purposes. Any impacts on natural
processes would not be tolerated.

3. Visitors would benefit by learning about sensitive and
vulnerable resources as well as how they are studied and
preserved.

4. Vessels and vehicles would be restricted from the zone
except for administrative, emergency, or research purposes.
5. Commercial activity would not be allowed.

Cultural Resources:

This zone would not be managed for visitor access, and use
would be highly restricted.

1. Visitors would not be allowed into the zone. Research
activities might be allowed under a permit.

2. Researchers and other cooperating personnel could enter the
zone for authorized purposes. Any impacts on cultural
resources would not be tolerated.

3. Visitors would benefit by learning about sensitive and
vulnerable resources as well as how they are studied and
preserved.

4. Vessels and vehicles would be restricted from the zone
except for administrative, emergency, or research purposes.
5. Commercial activity would not be allowed.

Management Zones

Management Actions and Facilities

Natural Resources:

Management actions would focus on the preservation
and protection of ecosystems, habitats, and processes
unigue to this zone. Appropriate management actions
could include

1. intervening and restoring resources to mitigate and
stabilize human-caused destruction

2. conducting research aimed at monitoring resource
conditions and understanding natural processes

3. prioritizing, overseeing, and managing research
projects

4. taking measures to prevent human-caused impacts
5. defining additional compatible uses

6. providing interpretive and enforcement services

Facilities would not be allowed. If installed, research
apparatus would be minimal and unobtrusive. If
research could be accomplished in another
management zone, it would not occur in the sensitive
resource zone.

Cultural Resources:

Management actions would focus on preservation and
protection of cultural sites and landscapes. Appropriate
management actions could include

1. mitigating, stabilizing, and restoring resources and
collecting artifacts in imminent danger of destruction
or loss

2. conducting research aimed at monitoring resource
conditions and understanding the cultural context

3. prioritizing, overseeing, and managing research
projects

4. taking measures to prevent human-caused impacts
5. defining additional compatible uses

6. providing interpretive and enforcement services

Facilities would not be allowed in this zone. If installed,
research apparatus would be minimal and unobtrusive.
If research could be accomplished in another
management zone, it would not occur in the sensitive
resource zone.
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CHAPTER 2: ALTERNATIVES, INCLUDING THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

Sensitive Underwater Archeological Zone

(All Alternatives)

TABLE 2. BISCAYNE NATIONAL PARK MANAGEMENT ZONES

Resource Condition

The sensitive underwater archeological zone
would provide protection for significant and
vulnerable underwater cultural sites. Research
activities could occur.
1. Natural sea and soundscapes would
be maintained as much as possible.
2. Human-caused cultural resource
degradation would not be tolerated.
Intervening on natural processes
would be allowed if necessary to
protect cultural site integrity.
3. Preservation and stabilization actions
might occur.

Visitor Experience

Visitors would view protected resources from within
vessels on the surface of the water. Research activities
might be allowed under permit.

1.

Appropriate visitor activities could include
sightseeing, nature watching, hook-and-line fishing,
and transit through the zone. Apparatus other than
hook-and-line fishing gear would not be allowed in
the water below the lowest point of the vessel.
Trapping would not be allowed. Anchoring and
mooring would not be allowed.

Visitors must remain in their boats, and access to
the water for activities including swimming,
snorkeling, or scuba diving would not be allowed.
Researchers and other cooperating personnel could
enter the zone for authorized purposes. Any
impacts on cultural resources would be negligible.
Visitors would benefit from the research by learning
about significant and vulnerable resources as well
as how they are studied and preserved.

Commercial services would only transit through the
zone.

Underwater viewing devices, including but not
limited to, face masks, glass-bottom vessels, glass-
bottom buckets, and/or underwater cameras of any
kind would not be allowed.

Management Actions and Facilities

Management actions would focus on
preservation and protection of underwater
cultural sites. Appropriate management actions
could include

1.

mitigating, stabilizing, and restoring
resources and collecting artifacts in
imminent danger of destruction or loss
conducting research aimed at monitoring
resource conditions and understanding the
cultural context

prioritizing, overseeing, and managing
research projects

taking measures to prevent human-caused
impacts

defining additional compatible uses
managing fishing

entering into agreements aimed at resource
protection

Facilities generally would not be appropriate,
except when determined that they would
enhance resource protection or public safety.
Facilities could include

1.

2.

signs and other navigational aids

research equipment—If installed, research
apparatus would be minimal and
unobtrusive; if research could be
accomplished in another management zone,
it would not occur in the sensitive
underwater archeological zone
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TABLE 2. BISCAYNE NATIONAL PARK MANAGEMENT ZONES

Resource Condition

Visitor Experience

Management Zones

Management Actions and Facilities
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The special recreation zone would provide some
protection from direct human-caused impacts for
water-based ecosystems, habitats, and processes
while allowing visitors to experience the zone.
Natural processes occur with minor disturbance
from human use. This zone would provide a
moderate-to-high level protection to natural
resources such as marine nursery areas and coral
reefs.

The special recreation zone would provide the
opportunity to compare the resource status of an
area with limited extractive uses to other areas
allowing removal of resources.

1. Natural processes would predominate.

2. Resource impacts would be reduced.

3. Some lasting signs of human use would be
reduced.

4. Intervention and restoration could occur to
mitigate and stabilize human-caused
disruption or for resource management
purposes.

5. The significance and vulnerability of cultural
resources would be evaluated and
appropriate management actions would be
determined.

Visitors would be immersed in nature with opportunities to
experience natural sounds, tranquility, and closeness to
nature. Recreational fishing would be allowed with
limitations; nonextractive activities would be allowed.
Research activities would continue to be allowed under the
NPS permit process or by the National Park Service,
consistent with all park areas.

1.

Appropriate visitor activities could include fishing (with
limitations), boating, sightseeing, nature-watching,
mooring, swimming, snorkeling, and scuba diving.
Anchoring wo